State Input on Long Term Revisions to the Lead and Copper Rule
Public Education & Transparency
Oct. 3, 2016, 1-2 pm EDT
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1:00-1:10 Welcome and Introductions
1:10-1:50 Potential Discussion Questions for States

1. What are the challenges to expanding public outreach programs in the ways
recommended by the National Drinking Water Advisory Council?

2. lIs there a need for ongoing public education to all consumers beyond the NDWAC

recommended language revisions to the mandatory lead statement in the annual CCR?

What should be the frequency of PE to residents with a LSL?

4. What should be the frequency of PE to locations that have or serve vulnerable
populations (i.e., schools, childcare facilities, WIC centers, pediatricians, etc)

5. How should PWSs notify customers of LSLR/LSL disturbances during planned
maintenance and emergency repairs?

6. What information should be made available to the public and how?

7. lIs the establishment of a national clearinghouse a viable and effective way of
communicating with the public and other stakeholders on issues of lead in drinking
water? If so, what types of information should a clearinghouse contain?

w

1:50-2:00 Wrap Up and Next Steps

NDWAC recommendations:

The National Primary Drinking Water Advisory Council’s (NDWAC) Lead and Copper Rule (LCR)
working group made a series of recommendations for changes to the rule’s public education
requirements. The NDWAC’'s recommendations were based in part on the assumption that
targeted outreach would be key to the success of lead service line (LSL) removal. The NDWAC
said that the current rule does not adequately focus on creating ongoing opportunities to
educate customers on the risks of LSLs or on opportunities to replace them, especially when
consumers might make decisions to address the issue, such as at the point of a property sale.

The advisors noted that public education programs should improve consumer understanding of:
e The risks of lead in drinking water;
e The likelihood that the water in a home may contain lead; and
e The fact that the LCR is a shared responsibility rule; and
e The availability of additional resources that consumers can use to minimize exposure to
lead.

The NDWAC recommended the following key elements for public education under the LCR:
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e Establish an easily accessible, national clearinghouse of information about lead in
drinking water to serve the needs of the public and of public water systems.
¢ Require information be sent to all new customers on the potential risks of lead in
drinking water.
¢ Revise the current Consumer Confidence Report language to address lead service lines,
to update the health statements, and to add requirements for targeted outreach to
customers with lead service lines.
¢ Strengthen requirements for public access to information about lead service lines, tap
monitoring results, and other relevant information.
Expand the current requirements for outreach to caregivers and health care providers of
vulnerable populations.

Public Access to Information
The NDWAC recommended that water systems should increase the availability of data to the
public. This would include:
¢ The number of samples over the Household Action Level in the last monitoring period,
the highest level found during the last monitoring period, the median levels, and the
most recent 90th percentile level compared to the “system action level” (renamed from
the current action level).
¢ Requiring water systems to include WQP-related information on their webpage, or in
the CCR or some equally accessible manner (e.g., CCT treatment, approved WQP ranges,
WQP results from the last monitoring period )
¢ Encouraging water systems to post additional information on their webpages such as: o
Public education materials (and link to National Clearinghouse).
o Sampling protocols the water system provides to customers to use when
collecting lead samples and any variations from EPA recommendations.
o Individual sampling results (with appropriate privacy provisions such as
address redaction).
o Inventory (such as a map) of confirmed and presumed lead service lines.
Where a community has lead service lines, EPA should require PWSs provide a public statement
of lead service line ownership and the legal basis of said determination.

Cover letter available at: [ HYPERLINK "https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2016-
01/documents/ndwacrecommtoadmin121515.pdf" ]

Full report available at: [ HYPERLINK "https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2016-
01/documents/ndwaclcrwgfinalreportaug2015.pdf" ]

Other stakeholder input:
NDWAC Lead and Copper working group member, Dr. Yanna Lambrinidou

In her dissenting report, Dr. Lambrinidou said that a public education program should be well-
targeted so that it results in a change in consumers’ daily water use practices that minimizes
exposure to lead. She said that a revised public education requirement under the LCR should be
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proactively public-health focused, rather than reactively focused on emergency and
remediation.

Dr. Lambrinidou suggested that a proactive public education requirement would mandate that
public water systems:

1. Develop, update, and post online a comprehensive database of local stakeholders.

2. Create a task force that draws from this database and places heavy emphasis on broad
representation from low-income neighborhoods, neighborhoods with a high
concentration of LSLs, and parent-to be/parent groups.

3. Develop locally-appropriate, long-term, and multimedia public education programs that
meet well-defined EPA requirements.

4. Hold at least one annual meeting with all stakeholders to go over matters such as the
mechanics of lead in water, the health risks of exposure, key messages for consumers,
and to generate new ideas for improved community outreach.

Dr. Lambrinidou also recommended that in cases where tap sampling at an individual home
exceeds a proposed household action level, consumers also have a right to a comprehensive
assessment of the sources of the lead contamination.

Access to public information

Dr. Lambrinidou said that consumers have a right to clear, straightforward, and unambiguous
information about the health effects of exposures to lead in water for fetuses, infants, and
small children; and she said that water systems should convey the fact that under the LCR, it is
up to consumers to take appropriate precautions to prevent exposures. Toward this goal, she
said that consumers have a right to a comprehensive inspection of their servicer line materials
as well as comprehensive lead-in-water testing. Similarly, in cases where tap sampling at an
individual home exceeds the proposed household action level, consu8mers also have a right to
a comprehensive assessment of the sources of the lead.

Finally, she said that consumers have a right to access freely and easily all lead-related
information pertaining to their jurisdictions, including:

¢ All tap-sampling results with complete addresses and dates of collection;

¢ Sampling protocols;

e Corrosion control treatment

e full disclosure of invalidated samples;

¢ How a utility achieves compliance with the LCR;

¢  What LCR compliance actually means for public health;

¢  What constitutes a proper lead-in-water sampling program; and

¢  What constitutes a proper lead-in-water sampling program.
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Full report available at: [ HYPERLINK "https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2015-
11/documents/ndwaclcrstatementofdissent.pdf" ]

Flint Water Advisory Task Force Report (3/21/16)

Findings and recommendations regarding the Flint water crisis from the task force appointed by
Michigan Governor Rick Snyder.

¢ The LCR should call for frequent and accessible public outreach and education on lead-
in-water risks, including instructions on steps consumers can take to protect themselves.
The LCR should require utilities to provide customers with explicit and urgent public
notification of lead risks associated with activities that may cause physical disturbance
of LSLs; inform customers when a LSL is present at their home; and provide customers
clear information on how to request testing of lead-in-water levels in their homes.

Joel Beauvais Letter to National Water Tribal Council (7/19/16)

Based on EPA identified practices and policies that primacy agencies are using to enhance
implementation of the LCR beyond the required rule provisions.

¢ Promote transparency with public water systems by posting individual lead compliance
samples and 90% percentile values on their public websites;

¢ Shorten reporting and notice timeframes by providing notices to consumers as quickly
as 48 hours after sampling.

National Water Tribal Council (NWTC) Response (8/30/16)

The NWTC agreed with and supported Joel’s request to encourage Tribal utilities to implement
LCR best practices. The NWTC highlighted additional practices that can enhance
implementation of the LCR.

¢ Transparency is important with water testing.

¢ An additional consultation about the dangers of lead in drinking water with any
residence that tests above the action level (At Risk Residences) is more meaningful in
protecting health.

¢ Advising At-Risk Residences about fixture replacement, the added risk of using water
from a water heater for consumption, and the importance of knowing the plumbing in
your home.

¢ Shortening reporting time and notice timeframes. The residence deserves prompt
notification but 48 hours is only reasonable if the action level is exceeded.

e Utilities should be encouraged to work with schools, daycares, and other transient
locations to identify potential risks. This can be done at the cost of the establishment
but with the option to put up signage and confirmation of being a Certified Safe Zone.
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Message

From:
Sent:
To:
CC:

Subject:

Grevatt, Peter [Grevatt.Peter@epa.gov]

4/10/2014 1:19:28 PM

Alan Roberson [ARoberson@awwa.org]; Burneson, Eric [Burneson.Eric@epa.gov]; Bergman, Ronald
[Bergman.Ronald@epa.gov]

Clark, Becki [Clark.Becki@epa.gov]; Lopez-Carbo, Maria [Lopez-Carbo.Maria@epa.gov]; Bissonette, Eric
[Bissonette.Eric@epa.gov]; Mason, Paula [Mason.Paula@epa.gov]

RE: Apr 9 -- BNA, Inc. Daily Environment Report - Latest Developments

Sounds good Alan. il ask Paula Mason to reach out to you to schedule a time. Thanks!

From: A
Sent: W

lan Roberson [mailto:ARoberson@awwa.org]
ednesday, April 09, 2014 8:45 PM

To: Grevatt, Peter; Burneson, Eric; Bergman, Ronald

Subject:

Fwd: Apr 9 -- BNA, Inc. Daily Environment Report - Latest Developments

Peter and Eric and Ron, we should probably talk soon about the updates the Deputy Administrator has been

talking

about as we have some ideas. I am out of pocket for a bit but open the week of April 21. Alan

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Tommy Holmes <THolmes@awwa.org>

Date: April 9, 2014 at 2:39:33 PM MDT

To: Alan Roberson <ARoberson@awwa.org>, Steve Via <SVia@awwa.org>, Tom Curtis
<TCurtis@awwa.org>, Kevin Morley <KMorley@awwa.org>, Adam Carpenter
<acarpenter@awwa.org>

Subject: FW: Apr 9 -- BNA, Inc. Daily Environment Report - Latest Developments

From: BNA Highlights] SMTP:BHIGHLIG@BNA.COM]

Sent: Wednesday, April 09, 2014 2:40:23 PM

To: Tommy Holmes

Subject: Apr 9 -- BNA, Inc. Daily Environment Report - Latest Developments
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Manage your smal substiistings

Emaill not displaying correctly? Wisw subdicabing i vais Diovss
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Latest Developments

EPA "Likely’ to Issue Final RFE iIn June, McCarthy Bavs
Posted April 09, 2014, 10:42 A.M. ET

Environmental Protection Agency Administrator Gina McCarthy tells a Senate Appropriations subcommittee
April 9 that the agency will “likely” issue a final 2014 renewable fuel standard in June.

"It should never go beyond that,” McCarthy said, adding she hopes the agency can propose the annual
targets more quickly in the future.

In November, the EPA proposed requiring petroleum refiners and importers to blend 15.21 billion gallons
of renewable fuels in 2014, substantially less than the 18.15 billion gallons Congress mandated under the
2007 Energy Independence and Security Act.

EPa Official ihrges Localities {o Upndate Source Water Plans

Posted April 09, 2014, 4:06 P.M. ET

In light of the chemical spill in West Virginia's Elk River, the second ranking Environmental Protection
Agency official said publicly owned drinking water utilities ought to begin updating their source water
protection plans to be prepared to deal with threats to drinking water supplies.

At the National Clean Water Policy Forum, EPA Deputy Administrator Bob Perciasepe said source water
protection plans, which should have been completed by 2003, have not been updated since then. “I
mentioned this to drinking water folks earlier this week and I'll reiterate it here that it's not a bad time
now to take those off the shelf and take a look at them to see what has been done and what hasn't been
implemented and what's missing.”

Source water constitutes from rivers, streams, reservoirs and aquifers that is treated and used for drinking
water purposes. Under the Safe Drinking Water Act, states are required to develop and implement source
water assessment plans. This is a process for evaluating a public water system’s source water and
assessing its vulnerability to contamination. Based on the information in the assessment, utilities develop
plans to assess those risks. Utilities are under no obligation, however, to implement those plans.

Without naming Freedom Industries, Perciasepe said the facility that was the source of the chemical that
contaminated the drinking water supplies of Charleston residents was identified in West Virginia's 2003
source water protection plan.

”

Perciasepe said that “the preparedness part is as essential as the identifying part. We have learned that.
Existing Water Act Authorities Suffice for Stormwater: EPA Official

Posted April 09, 2014, 4:05 P.M. ET

The top ranking Environmental Protection Agency water official said April 9 that the agency decided to
defer national stormwater rulemaking after recognizing that it has the existing authority and tools under
the Clean Water Act to tackle the problem.

“The reason is because we feel like there is a lot of existing authority and tools to accomplish the same
goals. We need to maximize what we can do by creating incentives,” Nancy Stoner, EPA acting assistant
administrator for water, said on the final day of the April 7-9 National Clean Water Policy Forum.

The agency had confirmed March 19 to Bloomberg BNA that it was deferring action on its rule to address
stormwater from newly built and redeveloped sites and instead will provide incentives, technical assistance
and other approaches for cities and towns to address it themselves.
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EPA to Takse 3 Year {o Revise Lead-Copper Drinking Water Rules
Posted April 09, 2014, 4:12 P.M. ET

The Environmental Protection Agency plans to propose revisions to its 20-year-old lead-copper drinking
water rule after an agency working group completes its deliberations, which should take “about a year,”
the agency’s top drinking water official said April 9.

On the final day of the National Clean Water Policy Forum, Peter Grevatt, director of the Office of
Groundwater and Drinking Water, said the revisions to the lead-copper drinking water rule would be issued
following the deliberations of a work group that has been set up at the National Drinking Water Advisory
Council.

Grevatt said the work group would be charged with looking at lead-sampling protocols and measures to
replace lead service lines, among other issues.

He said there are 10 million lead service lines in the country. “It's a very expensive proposition to replace
them all. The process is complicated because the lines are partly owned by utilities and partly owned by
homeowners,” he said.

The lead and copper rule requires drinking water utilities that have lead service lines and optimized
corrosion control—but which still exceed the legal limit known as the “action level” for lead—to replace 7
percent of their lead service lines annually, replace the portion of the line that the system owns and offer
to replace the customer's portion of the line at the customer's cost. A full line replacement would involve
replacing the service lines from the water main to homes.

Final Cloan Water At Jurisdiction RBuls Possible in "Aboul & Year® Mclarthy Bavs
Posted April 09, 2014, 11:18 AM. ET

Environmental Protection Agency Administrator Gina McCarthy says the agency will look to finalize a
proposed rule clarifying its Clean Water Act jurisdiction in “about a year,” but it will take “whatever time it
takes to get this right.”

The EPA will listen to comments and concerns about the proposed regulation, and it will consider
rethinking language in the proposal to address those concerns.

McCarthy acknowledges there is significant distrust between the agricultural industry and the EPA about
the proposed regulation, and she pledges to conduct significant outreach to address the industry's
concerns.

*I really want this rule to work for the agriculture community,” McCarthy tells a Senate Appropriations
subcommittee during a hearing on the fiscal 2015 budget request for the EPA

The EPA and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers issued the joint proposed rule on March 25.
Staff Cuts to Affect Technical Assisiance, Grants, Perciasepe Bays
Posted April 09, 2014, 3:18 P.M. ET

A reduced workforce at the Environmental Protection Agency owing to spending constraints will affect the
level of grants and technical assistance that the agency can offer to states and localities, according to EPA
Deputy Administrator Bob Perciasepe.

Speaking on the final day of the National Clean Water Policy Forum, Perciasepe said the agency is in the
process of reducing its workforce by almost 2,000 people in response to budget constraints placed on its
spending by Congress.
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Most important, though, “all this will affect what kind of technical assistance we can give, what kind of
state grants we can have, and what's going to happen to [state revolving funds],” Perciaspe said.

He said the EPA, which hasn't been immune to cuts in domestic discretionary spending, will have only so
much money in discretionary federal spending. "We have to figure out the balance between different parts
of it: the part that funds EPA's work, the part that funds grants for state operations, and the part that
funds infrastructure and superfund so all of those are tight,” he said.

House Transporiation Passes Bill Limiting EPA Dredge-and-Fill Permit Authority

Posted April 09, 2014, 12:55 P.M. ET

The House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee passes a bill April 9 that would restrict the
Environmental Protection Agency's ability to revoke a clean water dredge-and-fill permit after the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers has approved the permit.

The committee approved the bill (H.R. 524) on a 34-20 vote, largely along party lines with support from
Republicans and some Democrats. Rep. David McKinley (R-W.Va.) and 10 co-sponsors introduced the bill
Feb. 6.

Currently, the EPA may alter or revoke a dredge-and-fill permit at any time under Clean Water Act Section
404(c), even after the permit has been approved by the corps, if it determines the actions will cause
unacceptable harm to the environment.

Potentially affected industries include construction, mining and agriculture, among others.

The EPA has revoked portions of a dredge-and-fill permit for a surface coal mine owned by Arch Coal Inc.
in West Virginia. It also recently began the process under Section 404(c) to consider preemptively vetoing
a Section-404 permit for the proposed Pebble Mine in Alaska, owned by Northern Dynasty Minerals Ltd.

DT Plans to Set Mindmum Crew Size for Crude O Tralns
Posted April 09, 2014, 2:07 P.M. ET

The Federal Railroad Administration announced that it intends to propose minimum crew-size
requirements for most mainline freight and passenger trains, including trains carrying crude oil.

The administration, in an April 9 statement, said that the proposed rule will likely require a minimum of
two-person crews for trains carrying crude oil. The proposed rule also is expected to establish
“appropriate” exceptions to the minimum crew-size requirements, according to the administration.

FRA Administrator Joseph Szabo said in an April 9 statement that the administration thinks the use of a
multi-person train crew will enhance safety. “"Ensuring that trains are adequately staffed for the type of
service operated is a critically important to ensure safety redundancy,” Szabo said.

Presently, FRA regulations do not include minimum crew-staffing requirements, but the current rail
industry practice is to have two-person crews, according to the administration.

The safety of transporting crude oil by rail has been a priority for the Transportation Department, which is
also considering new tank-car standards for cars in flammable liquid service.

A July 2013 derailment of an unattended train carrying crude oil in Lac-Mégantic, Quebec resulted in the
deaths of 47 people.

DOT's Foxx Savs Lack of O Indusiry Dats Slowing Rall Safely Efforts

Posted April 09, 2014, 11:40 A.M. ET

ED_005190_00000117-00004



Transportation Secretary Anthony Foxx told a Senate Appropriations subcommittee April 9 that the failure
of the oil industry to respond to a request for data on the characteristics of crude oil from North Dakota's
Bakken shale region is slowing down efforts to improve the transport of crude oil by rail.

Foxx told the Subcommittee on Transportation, Housing and Urban Development and Related Agencies
that the DOT has received information from three individual oil companies but has not received “robust”
data from the oil industry, despite a January request for as much information as possible. Foxx noted that
the department is conducting its own testing of Bakken crude samples, but said a larger number of
samples would allow for a better assessment of crude oil characteristics.

The lack of data sharing is slowing down the DOT's ability to inform Congress on the volatility of Bakken
crude oil and slowing down efforts to coordinate with emergency responders on crude-by-rail safety,
according to Foxx. The Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration issued a safety alert in
January cautioning that crude oil from the Bakken region may be more flammable than other types of
crude oil.

Foxx also said federal regulators need a “comprehensive understanding” of crude oil characteristics to
develop new standards for rail tank cars that are used to transport flammable liquids. The DOT is working
on a “complete and thorough” tank car rule that would address the design of new cars and the safety of
existing DOT-111 rail tank cars.

“It all starts with knowing what we're transporting,” Foxx said.

Foxx said his target date for issuing a proposed tank car rule is “as soon as possible” but declined to
provide a more specific timeline when asked by Subcommittee Chairwoman Patty Murray (D-Wash.) and
Subcommittee Ranking Member Susan Collins (R-Maine).

Companies involved in Bakken: Marathon Qil Corp., ConocoPhillips Co. and Whiting Petroleum.
Murkowski: EPA Regulations Could Fundamentally Changs Economy
Posted April 09, 2014, 3:10 P.M. ET

At a Senate Appropriations subcommittee hearing today, Sen. Lisa Murkowski (R-Alaska) says forthcoming
EPA regulations on carbon pollution from power plants could jeopardize the affordability and reliability of
electricity in the United States.

Murkowski says the power plant regulations are part of a broader, troubling pattern of EPA actions that
could “fundamentally change our economy and the lives of the people we are here to represent.”

The Alaskan Republican, speaking to EPA Administrator Gina McCarthy, also expresses concern over the
agency'’s recently proposed rule on Clean Water Act jurisdiction, which she says would drastically expand
the lands subject to regulation.

O Industry Wants Biodiesel "‘Loophole’ Closed in Fusl Credits Buls
Posted April 09, 2014, 2:37 P.M. ET

Allowing biodiesel producers to separate and sell renewable fuel credits creates more opportunities for
fraud in the renewable identification number market, petroleum groups told the Environmental Protection
Agency and White House during a recent meeting.

The American Petroleum Institute, American Fuel & Petrochemical Manufacturers and Exxon Mobil Corp.
told the EPA and Office of Management and Budget to eliminate the ability of biodiesel producers to sever
renewable identification numbers (RINs) from batches of fuels produced as part of an upcoming final rule
establishing a quality assurance program for the fuels credit market. RINs are serial numbers attached to
batches of renewable fuels that also can be severed and sold as credits to comply with the annual
renewable fuel standard blending mandates.
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“EPA must close the loophole for RIN separation, which has been the source of over 170 million fraudulent
RINs. The volume of biodiesel used as neat transportation fuel is miniscule compared with the risk for RIN
invalidity,” the petroleum groups said in materials presented to the administration at the March 24
meeting.

However, biodiesel producers told the administration that it needs the revenue generated by selling its
RINs during a separate March 24 meeting.

The EPA proposed the rule in February 2013. As proposed, it would establish qualifications for third-party
auditors who would determine the validity of the renewable identification numbers (RINs)—serial numbers
attached to batches of renewable fuels. It also would establish audit procedures for renewable fuel
production facilities, including minimum frequency, site visits, review of records and reporting
requirements.

As part of that proposed rule, the EPA is taking comment on whether renewable fuel producers should be
allowed to separate and sell their own RINs. The EPA anticipates finalizing the rule in April.

B fo Expedite LNG Exports Approved by House Paneld
Posted April 09, 2014, 4:10 P.M. ET

A House Energy and Commerce subcommittee approves a bill (H.R. 6) April 9 that would automatically
approve licenses to export natural gas to countries that are members of the World Trade Organization.

The Subcommittee on Energy and Power approves the bill on a 15-11 party-line vote and adopts one
amendment from Rep. Bobby Rush (D-Ill.) on a voice vote. The Rush amendment would require the
Department of Energy to disclose the specific destination of any liquefied natural gas exports.

Rush says consumers need to know whether natural gas exports actually reach Europe or will be sold to
higher-priced markets in Asia.

Democrats say they plan to offer more amendments at the full committee markup, which will follow the
two-week congressional spring recess. Those amendments will focus on the impacts to U.S. consumers
and manufacturers of LNG exports, they say. No Democrats voted for the bill.

The Republican-sponsored bill also would approve the 24 LNG export license applications pending at the
Energy Department. Rep. Cory Gardner (R-Colo.), the bill's sponsor, says the legislation is a response to
calls for help from Eastern European countries that want to reduce their dependence on Russian oil and
gas exports.

falifornis Lawmakers Advance Bills on Fracking, Response Plan
Posted April 09, 2014, 4:21 P.M. ET

California's Senate Committee on Natural Resources and Water Quality April 8 advanced measures seeking
to impose a moratorium on hydraulic fracturing activities at oil and gas fields and updates to the state's oil
response program to address the risks of importing crude oil by rail.

Both bills now head to the Senate Committee on Environmental Committee for further action.

The measure to halt oil and gas well stimulation treatments, S.B. 1132, cleared the committee on a 5-2
vote.

S.B. 1132, however, did not have broad support from Democrats on the committee. Sen. Fran Pavley (D)
provided the fifth vote needed to advance the bill that would ban oil and gas well stimulation activities
throughout the state until a study can deem the activities safe for the public and environment.

Democrats, including Richard Lara, abstained from the vote, saying the measure would affect his
constituents that work at oil and gas fields in Southern California.
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If enacted, the measure would bar hydraulic fracturing, acidization treatments and other stimulation
treatments used to improve mostly oil production in the state. Even if passed by the full Senate and
Assembly, the fate of S.B. 1132 falls to Gov. Jerry Brown (D), who so far has not supported a moratorium
on oil and gas well stimulation activities.

Guide Belessed to Improve "Traceability’ in Corporate Supply Chains
Posted April 09, 2014, 2:36 P.M. ET

The United Nations Global Compact and sustainability advisory group BSR released April 9 a guide to help
companies improve “traceability” in their supply chains.

Currently, only a small percentage of commodities are traceable on sustainability issues, meaning
companies can identify and track a product's path from raw material to finished good, the guide said. But
traceability is becoming increasingly important to companies seeking to make their supply chains more
transparent and meet their sustainability goals.

The guide uses examples of existing traceability systems for commodities such as biofuels, beef and palm
oil to show companies which sustainability issues are relevant to each commodity and identify best
practices in tracing it. Companies that are active in traceability efforts for those commodities include BP,
McDonalds and Unilever.

MOAA Official: Right Economic Drivers Needed for Coastal Restoration
Posted April 09, 2014, 12:18 P.M. ET

The loss of coastal ecosystems is a problem that cannot be solved with government funding alone, a
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration official said April 9.

“We have to get the economic drivers right” so that decision makers in the private sector, individual
landowners and others consider the value of coastal ecosystem services in their investment decisions,
Mark Schaefer, NOAA's deputy administrator, said during an event organized by the Center for American
Progress and Oxfam America.

To help get those valuations right, Schaefer said decision makers need tools such as natural capital
accounting that put a price on the benefits of coastal ecosystems. These ecosystems can provide benefits
such as buffering storm surges, safeguarding coastal homes and businesses, and sequestering carbon.

EPA Seeks Advice on Applving Mixing Zons, Blending Polioy Ruling
Posted April 09, 2014, 10:48 AM. ET

The Environmental Protection Agency will use the latest scientific research to inform its decision on
whether to relax nationwide policies on wastewater treatment practices during heavy rains in response to
an appeals court ruling.

At the final day of the National Clean Water Policy forum today, Nancy Stoner, acting assistant
administrator for water, said the EPA would publish a Federal Register notice to invite scientists to be on a
panel that would advise the agency on whether public health would be served in applying nationwide a
2013 ruling handed down by U.S. Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit in Iowa League of Cities v. EPA.

In that decision, the Eighth Circuit rendered invalid the EPA’s policies banning bacteria mixing zones in
receiving water used primarily for recreational activities such as swimming, as well as the practice of
blending partially and fully treated wastewater inside the treatment plants prior to discharge into nearby
waters. The ruling also declared the ban on blending practices to be illegal under the Clean Water Act.

EPA was asked by representatives of the U.S. Conference of Mayors, the National League of Cities, the
National Association of Counties, the International Municipal Lawyers Association and the National
Association of Clean Water Agencies, which represents publicly owned municipal wastewater treatment
plants, in November to end regulatory confusion by applying the appellate decision nationwide.
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This email has been scanned for all viruses by the MessageLabs SkyScan
service.

This communication is the property of the American Water Works Association and may contain confidential or
privileged information. Unauthorized use of this communication is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If
you have received this communication in error, please immediately notify the sender by reply email and destroy
all copies of the communication and any attachments.

American Water Works Association
Dedicated to the World's Most Important Resource (R)

This email has been scanned for all viruses by the MessageLabs SkyScan
service.
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Message

From: Thompkins, Anita [Thompkins.Anita@epa.gov]

Sent: 3/1/2016 12:18:32 AM

To: James Taft [jtaft@asdwa.org]

CC: 'Osterhoudt, Darrell’ [dosterhoudt@asdwa.org]; Bergman, Ronald [Bergman.Ronald@epa.gov]; Lopez-Carbo, Maria

[Lopez-Carbo.Maria@epa.gov]; Burneson, Eric [Burneson.Eric@epa.gov]; Christ, Lisa [Christ.Lisa@epa.gov]; Grevatt,
Peter [Grevatt.Peter@epa.gov]; Greene, Ashley [Greene.Ashley@epa.gov]

Subject: RE: Suggested Next Steps on Lead in Drinking Water -- From States' Brainstorm

Attachments: Summary of Post-Flint Next Steps -- from States Brainstorm (2-29-16).docx

Hi Him,

Thanks so much for convening a group of state drinking water sexperts and administrators to brainstorm short, medium,
and long term suggested next steps regarding the LCR. We always appreciate ASDWA's engagement and look forward to
our continued collaboration,

Thanks,
Anita

Anita Maria Thompkins

Director, Drinking Water Protection Division
Office of Ground Water and Drinking Water
U.S, Environmental Protection Agency

Phone: 202-584-5673
Cell: 202-281-843¢

From: James Taft [mailto:jtaft@asdwa.org]

Sent: Monday, February 29, 2016 2:59 PM

To: Thompkins, Anita <Thompkins.Anita@epa.gov>; Bergman, Ronald <Bergman.Ronald@epa.gov>; Lopez-Carbo, Maria
<Lopez-Carbo.Maria@epa.gov>; Burneson, Eric <Burneson.Eric@epa.gov>; Christ, Lisa <Christ.Lisa@epa.gov>

Cc¢: 'Osterhoudt, Darrell' <dosterhoudt@asdwa.org>

Subject: Suggested Next Steps on Lead in Drinking Water -- From States' Brainstorm

Good afternoon EPA Colleagues —

A couple of weeks ago, we gathered about ten of our state lead in drinking water experts and administrators
to brainstorm about potential next steps, in the wake of the Flint crisis. We posed the following question to
them: “What do you think needs to happen — both short, medium, and long term —to improve our collective
(State/EPA) implementation/oversight of the rule and improve public health protection?” The result of that
brainstorm is the attached.

Given the contents of the soon-to-be released letters from the Administrator and the Office of Water, these
points of view and suggested next steps may have been overtaken by events. But, we wanted to share them
with you, in any case, as ideas to supplement and augment the next steps outlined on those letters. Thank
you.

Jim Taft
Executive Director
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Association of State Drinking Water Administrators
1401 Wilson Blvd.

Arlington, VA 22209

Haft@asdwa or

703-812-9507
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Key Points from Discussion with State Experts
about Needed Next Steps (Near, Medium, and Long Term)
in the Wake of the Lead in Drinking Water Crisis
February 29, 2016

Perspectives on State Oversight Role

e State Oversight Role: States don’t believe there is widespread cheating on the LCR or
that states are complicit or lax in responding to any cheating that may be occurring -- as
has been suggested by some activists. However, that doesn’t mean we can’t collectively
improve in our efforts to oversee implementation of the rule — we can; see the following
bullets.

e State Review of Sampling Data: States may need to look more closely at the data
submitted by water systems to verify that appropriate monitoring sites are being used. In
many cases, due to state workloads and time constraints, the results may not typically get
an in-depth review unless the results show an Action Level exceedance.

Potential Areas for Additional Guidance

e Pre-flushing: Some states or water systems may still be using sampling protocols that
contain pre-flushing recommendations. (“Pre-flushing”, as used here, refers to flushing
before the 6 hour minimum stagnation time; not immediately prior to sample collection.)
EPA should issue new guidance to clarify this point, since it doesn’t appear to be
specifically covered in the rule. EPA guidance should also address maximum stagnation
time. Some states may have included this issue in their protocols to avoid outlier samples
collected after excessive stagnation periods.

e State Review of Corrosion Control: One issue that arose in Flint was the level of
review of the treatment, especially for corrosion control, when the source was changed to
the Flint River. Again, some EPA guidance may be helpful to states to assist them in
conducting an appropriate evaluation. (EPA has already begun to do so with their 11-3-
15 memo on maintaining corrosion control treatment for large water systems.) States that
have a good process in place should share those processes with other states. Systems
may not undertake complete source changes like Flint very often, but bringing on new
wells or adjusting the mix of multiple sources is commonly practiced by water systems;
thus, states could use guidance on the appropriate level of review in these more common
situations.

e Sample Invalidation: Another issue raised in the Flint situation is the matter of sample
invalidation. States could use additional guidance from EPA on invalidation so that
decisions are well supported and defensible -- and aren’t so easily “second guessed” at a
later date.
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o Examination and Implementation of LCR Best Practices in Advance of Rule
Changes: A number of issues related to the time frames in the rule need to be addressed
in the revisions. Some of the current provisions in the rule and the associated, allowable
time frames are not necessarily consistent with the high level of risk that the public
perceives for lead. This potential disconnect includes the timeline for proposal, approval,
and adoption of Optimal Corrosion Control Treatment and the lack of active tap sampling
during this period. In the meantime, perhaps guidance can be developed by EPA,
working with states, to help determine a reasonable approach and associated time frames;
i.e., an approach that moves the process along faster than the maximum time limits in the
rule. Something along the lines of a best practices guide for this and other aspects of the
rule would be a good tool for states.

e Do Not Drink Advisories for Lead: EPA and CDC need to clarify when to tell
customers not to drink the water — i.e., an acute health effects level. What criteria should
states, local health agencies, and water systems use to make this determination? The
recommendations need to take into account other sources of lead, not just the water.
These criteria need to be developed as a national consensus, not in the heat of the crisis.

Long Term Changes

¢ NDWAC Recommendations: The NDWAC LCR recommendations, once adopted and
translated into rule language and other actions, can help solve many of the problems
related to Flint. States support moving that development process forward as quickly as
possible. Beyond developing the proposed revised rule, we should collectively consider
what good ideas from the NDWAC can be implemented prior to a revised rule, such as
the lead in drinking water clearinghouse or moving forward with other agencies and
entities (e.g., the real estate industry) to help incentivize and fund full LSL replacement.
If the new rule does not ban partial lead service line replacements, it should define a
process to minimize the partial lead service line replacements that are done.

¢ Funding and Incentivizing Full LSLR: Obviously, comprehensive funding is needed
to completely eliminate lead service lines. A crisis-driven city-by-city approach is not
where any of us wish to be. Without direct funding or effective incentives, only a small
percentage of customers will likely be able to afford full LSL replacement. To
accomplish lead service line replacement, more information is needed about how many
there are, where they are located, etc. Information for the public about how to identify
the presence of LSLs would also help. In addition, industry groups like AWWA,
AMWA, and AMWA need to be encouraging their members to identify, and ultimately
remove, LSLs. Some of the long term incentives that need to be worked on to achieve
elimination of LSLs include:

= Disclosure at the time of home sale (at a minimum)

= LSLR could be linked to requirements for lenders like FHA that would mandate LSL
removal.

= Required removal prior to home sale — could failure to do so constitute entering lead
pipe into commerce in violation of the Lead Reduction Act?

ED_005190_00000173-00002



[ PAGE \* MERGEFORMAT ]

Communications/Messaging/Collaboration

¢ Public Messaging in the Wake of Flint: States need to get the message out to their
citizens about actions that are taken in their state in order to help assure citizens that it’s
not happening here; and ongoing vigilance is needed to ensure that it doesn’t happen in
the future.

e Communications of Near Term Changes in Approach, based on all Foregoing
Recommendations: EPA and states needs to collaborate on a communications strategy
for all new information that’s developed in the aftermath of the Flint crisis and help
ensure that it is effectively disseminated and communicated to all levels of government —
local, state, and EPA Regional.

= Need for Coordinated EPA Approach in Concert with Regions and States: Because
of the Flint crisis, EPA Regions are asking for more information from their states about
LCR implementation, scheduling visits, doing audits, etc. We collectively need to be
sure that these efforts are part of a coordinated national approach. EPA also needs to be
mindful of state reporting burden when asking for additional LCR information.
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Message

From:
Sent:
To:

CC:

Subject:

Attachments:

Taft, Jim [jtaft@asdwa.org]

7/29/2016 1:49:06 PM

Grevatt, Peter [Grevatt.Peter@epa.gov]; Osegueda, Carlos [osegueda.carlos@epa.gov]; Thompkins, Anita
[Thompkins.Anita@epa.gov]; Corr, Elizabeth [Corr.Elizabeth@epa.gov]; Bergman, Ronald
[Bergman.Ronald@epa.gov]; Burneson, Eric [Burneson.Eric@epa.gov]; Oshida, Phil [Oshida.Phil@epa.gov]; Travers,
David [Travers.David @epa.gov]; Newberry, Debbie [Newberry.Debbie@epa.gov]

Greene, Ashley [Greene.Ashley@epa.gov]; Wadlington, Christina [Wadlington.Christina@epa.gov]; Harris, Adrienne
[Harris.Adrienne@epa.gov]

Summary of July 7th Conference Call between EPA-OGWDW Senior Managers and ASDWA's Board

SUMMARY OF BOARD-EPA MANAGERS CALL {7-7-16).docx

Good morning EPA-OGWDW Senior Managers --

Please find attached a summary of your July 7th conference call with ASDWA's
Board. Thanks very much for taking the time for this interaction with our state leaders.

3k sk 3 ok 3 o sk e ok 3k ok 3ok sk ok ok skok

Jim Taft

Executive Director

Association of State Drinking Water Administrators
1401 Wilson Blvd.; Suite 1225

Arlington, VA 22209

Jtaft@asdwa.org

Phone: 703-812-9507
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SUMMARY

Conference Call between ASDWA Board and
EPA-OGWDW Senior Managers

July 7, 2016
Participants:
June Swallow, RI Cindy Christian, AK
Randy Ellingboe, MN Darrell Osterhoudt, ASDWA
Sarah Pillsbury, NH Jim Taft, ASDWA
Lori Mathieu, CT Bridget O’Grady, ASDWA
Roger Sokol, NY Peter Grevatt, OGWDW
Lisa Daniels, PA Carlos Osegueda, OGWDW
Jessica Godreau, NC Anita Thompkins, OGWDW-DWPD
Beth Messer, OH Elizabeth Corr, OGWDW-DWPD
Jeff Stone, AR Ron Bergman, OGWDW-DWPD
Howard Isaacs, NE Eric Burneson, OGWDW-SRMD
Mark Mayer, SD Phil Oshida, OGWDW-SRMD

Cindy Forbes, CA

Program Planning/Priority-Setting:

FY 17 Budget: Grevatt noted that it’s difficult to make any accurate projections, at this stage,
about what Congress ultimately will do in terms of FY 17 appropriations. There will likely by a
Continuing Resolution; and, of course, the legislative calendar will be affected by the fall
elections. We’ve all seen a keen interest, in Congress’ part, in water infrastructure investment
and the SRFs -- more than we’ve seen in the recent past. There’s also the possibility, in the final
FY 17 appropriation, of funding for WIFIA loans. If the overall cap for Agency goes down and
SRFs stay the same, the rest of the Agency’s budget will be constrained. Administrator
McCarthy has been clear that drinking water is among the Agency highest priories. Even a new
Administration will likely have many of these same concerns. Mathieu asked whether the
Agency has asked, in internal Administration discussions, for substantial increases for the
PWSS, based on the grant’s importance in supporting strong state drinking water programs.
Grevatt noted that conversations along those lines have taken place between OMB and Congress.
But, he observed that many on the Hill, in the current post-Flint environment, perceive the SRF
as the principal program that needs to be increased to address the problem. Ellingboe said that,
in his state, they’re feeling the tension with the infrastructure program in terms of best use of
these funds (i.e., set-asides vs. infrastructure spending). Grevatt appreciated that tension and
agreed that the solution to state funding challenges is multi-faceted and not simply a matter of
taking more in set-asides.

Priorities for Remainder of Calendar Year: The four items discussed in the late May/early

June specially-convened stakeholder meetings track closely with the Administrator’s priorities
(i.e., LCR, emerging contaminants, infrastructure investment in disadvantaged communities, and
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the state/EPA partnership). In addition to looking at those topic areas, the Agency wants to put
together a National Action Plan for Drinking Water. Other key priorities for the balance of the
calendar year include finalizing the UCMR 4, 6 year review, and CCL 4 — as well as concluding
the health effects analysis for perchlorate. There is currently — within the Agency at the highest
levels -- an unusually heavy emphasis on drinking water issues.

Post Flint Activities Update:

Discussion of State-EPA Relationship: In response to a Board member’s question about how
state oversight/relationships have changed recently, Grevatt observed that Flint has obviously put
a spotlight on these interactions and communications; which has led to reexamination of state
program implementation practices. The approach that states and EPA are taking, in terms of
enhancing LCR implementation, is one of the ways this has been manifested. The Agency has
had to take an exhaustive, system-by-system approach to looking at and following up on (with
states) lead action level exceedances (LALEs). However, that is not a sustainable approach for
EPA or states and has required redirecting resources. Transparency of data and information is a
key component of all of this; which highlights the importance of SDWIS Prime. Mathieu noted
that the January 2014 ASDWA state resource needs report gives a preview of the kinds of
concerns that we’re now seeing. There simply must be a sufficient number of state staff in place
to make all this happen and meet expectations. Connecticut is now focused more on LCR than
has been the case in the past; but it comes at a cost and means drawing folks away from other
project areas. Swallow observed that state priorities are fundamentally driven by trying to do the
right thing based on protecting public health and evaluating risk. Grevatt expressed appreciation
for both of the preceding points.

State Responses to Letter so Governors and Commissioners: Grevatt noted that every state
responded to the February 29" letters and confirmed that they’re implementing all current
guidances. Many states have also taken innovative approaches that EPA would like to see shared
among all states. But, the Agency remains concerned about the status of materials inventories in
many systems across the country and those systems’ approaches to identification of Tier 1 sites.
This has clearly been a struggle for many systems. In response to a question, Grevatt noted that
the most recent (July 6%) letters to states are not tailored or state-specific. Godreau asked
whether there are more deadlines that the Agency plans to impose. Grevatt said no, but
characterized the recent letters as a request of states to follow up more broadly. Sokol asked
whether EPA Regions are being asked to reach out. Grevatt responded that Regions have indeed
been asked by EPA-HQ to reach out and talk about the letters as well as to work with their states
on implementation of the LCR. It’ll be at least five years before a new LCR is promulgated, so
the Agency believes it’s important to continue to implement the existing rule as best we
collectively can, in the interim. EPA will continue to take the “spreadsheet” route to LALEs in
the interim. EPA will also be doing additional trainings in LCR implementation. Grevatt
highlighted the OCCT guidance and noted that appropriate identification of Tier 1 sites will be a
continuing area of particular focus. Regarding 3Ts guidance, Grevatt said that EPA hasn’t yet
decided about whether or not to update it. But, in any case, they’re making schools a particular
area of focus. Messer expressed the view that the guidance needed to be updated; especially, for
instance, the use of 20 ug/L as a de facto action level. Mathieu suggested that some strategic
updating of the document was warranted. [Editorial Note: Olfficials in OGWDW-SRMD
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confirmed, after this call, that some strategic revisions and explanations relative to the 31s
guidance are currently underway with a fall 2016 target date for completion; full revision will
need to await the revised final LCR.]. Daniels noted that the media is calling into question the
validity of LCR data as well as approaches that states have recommended to systems as
guidance. At the end of the day, it’s hard to enforce against systems that don’t follow guidances
(i.e., only rules are fully enforceable). Grevatt appreciated the concern. EPA will continue to
advocate best practices. Godreau noted there have been overall reductions in blood lead levels
over the history of the rule and overarching successes in lead reduction. EPA has been trying to
get out some of this message; but, it’s an uphill battle, in terms of getting the press to pay
attention.

Other Hot Topics Update:

PFOA/PFOS: Forbes noted that a “full court press” was put on 10 California water systems (13
sources) by EPA Region 9; treating the PFCs as an acute contaminant risk. Burneson observed
that, because of the critical life stage threat, messaging to individuals in those critical stages be
considered — and that alternative sources of water be evaluated. EPA is urging action, in a longer
term frame, for the rest of the population. Ellingboe noted the considerable challenges of
framing a simple message and getting it out, as quickly as possible. We collectively need clear,
succinct messages. Burneson pointed out the limitations of the Health Advisories for
PFOA/PFOS and agreed that we collectively need to consider what more to provide, in the
future, by way of public messaging. Godreau indicated that the Regions were tracking the
implementation of the PFC HAs in much the same way as systems with lead exceedances. Such
an approach for HAs seems unprecedented. Messer noted that there’s also a question about some
past HAs and the public’s expectations regarding them. Burneson will send a link to a table that
provides information about all HAs issued to date. Godreau noted that there’s also an interest in
getting any available information about acute levels for chronic contaminants. Burneson
explained that the table he’ll send will have some duration information that may be helpful in
that regard. Several Board members noted that states grapple with the question of how much of
a priority should be placed on monitoring for some of the contaminants that are not on the
UCMR; there’s also the issue of lower detection levels for some of the UCMR contaminants —
and, public expectations surrounding these.

Legionella: Burneson explained that the draft treatment technologies evaluation document is out
for comment and was the subject of stakeholder meetings in the fall of 2015. The Agency is now
in the middle of peer review of the document. They plan to share those comments soon with the
state-EPA workgroup. Daniels said that her state has been sharing information on Legionella on
ASDWA’s web site. They’re issuing permits, on a case by case basis, and, have a hospital that
has recently experienced an outbreak.

HAs for Cyanotoxins: Burneson explained that EPA has been working on model cyanotoxin
management plans involving partnering with five water systems across the country. They’ve
done site visits to all and expect to have model plans by the fall. They have also done workshops
in Regions 5, 8, and 10 and are working on risk communication tools that could be a model for
other HAs. They hope to have these out in the next year or so. There was a HABs meeting in
Chicago recently and they’ve appreciated state input at these various workshops. Messer
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explained that Ohio’s cynatoxins rule went into effect on June 1*". The state has also engaged in
collaborative work with AWWA on comparative methods studies. They expect to have the
findings of these comparisons available later this summer.

PWSS/DWSRF Program Implementation Issues:

Data Management: Bergman explained that the Compliance Monitoring Date Portal will be
rolled out in September 2016. They’ve been piloting it with a number of states. Regarding
Prime, the Agency plans to roll out Prime-core by October 2017. They need to establish a
common understanding with states of what would be in that version. It would have all of the
components of the LCR and RTCR; but, in an environment that states can test and move data
into. It will also have reporting capabilities. The Agency is currently working on prototyping
and hope to have portions of Prime available soon for states to begin to look at very soon. The
full version of Prime should be available in March 2018.

WIFIA: Corr explained that, regarding the right of first engagement (wherein prospective
WIFIA projects must first be considered by the SRF program), EPA can’t force anyone to take a
WIFIA or an SRF loan. EPA wants the WIFIA-SRF engagement process to be constructive. A
state-EPA discussion group has recently explored how SRF programs could get a jump on the 60
day clock (i.e., the statutory timeframe for the engagement process to be completed); such as
using letters of intent to apply as the first information provided to an SRF program -- with a
formal application to follow. EPA’s WIFIA program officials would plan to share information
with their state SRF program counterparts, regarding whether or not an applicant chooses to
proceed with a WIFIA loan. This early consultation process would be an opportunity for state
SRF program officials to market the SRF program to applicants. Mathieu asked about EPA’s
plans to market the WIFIA program. Corr explained that there is no funding for loans now; so,
they’re not yet at the marketing stage; however, they will soon propose a rule. Mathieu
expressed some concerns about the competition posed by the WIFIA program to the SRF
program and asked that EPA’s WIFIA program officials not convey the message that state SRF
programs can’t handle large projects (which has been a talking point, in the past, used by some
of the WIFIA proponents in the water utility community). Corr expressed appreciation for these
points.
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Appointment

From: Ross, David P [ross.davidp@epa.gov]

Sent: 6/26/2018 12:13:30 PM

To: Ross, David P [ross.davidp@epa.gov]; Burneson, Eric [Burneson.Eric@epa.gov]; Forsgren, Lee
[Forsgren.Lee@epa.gov]; aroberson@asdwa.org; Mclain, Jennifer [Mclain.Jennifer@epa.gov]

cC: Campbell, Ann [Campbell.Ann@epa.gov]; Penman, Crystal [Penman.Crystal@epa.gov]

Subject: Meeting with ASDWA Conference EX. 6 Personal Privacy (PP} :

Attachments: Real ID Information.pdf; ASDWA PFAS - letter to EPA and CDC - Final 01122018.pdf; Final LT_LCR Federal
Consultation ASDWA Comments_Appendices.pdf

Location: 1201 Constitution Ave NW, Washington DC 20460; WICE 3233; Please call 202-564-5700 for escort
Start: 6/26/2018 8:00:00 PM
End: 6/26/2018 8:30:00 PM

Show Time As: Busy

1. Funding for the states

2. The revisions to the Lead and Copper Rule and our desire to have an ongoing dialogue with EPA (enclosed are
our recent Cooperative Federalism comments)

3. PFAS and our desire to have EPA play a leadership role (enclosed is our earlier PFAS letter to EPA)

4. Alan Roberson, P.E.

Executive Dnprecior

Assoclation of State Drinking Water Adminisirators (ASDWA)
1401 Wilson Bled. - Suite 1225
Artington, VA 22209

Mo (TO3) 8129507
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Association of State Drinking
Water Administrators

January 12, 2018

Mr. Scott Pruitt, Administrator Dr. Brenda Fitzgerald, Director

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Centers for Disease Control and Prevention
1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW and Administrator, ATSDR

Washington, DC 20460 1600 Clifton Road Atlanta, GA 30329-4027

Subject: State Drinking Water Program Recommendations to EPA and CDC on PFAS

Dear Administrator Pruitt and Director Fitzgerald:

The Association of State Drinking Water Administrators (ASDWA), which represents the 50 states, five
territories, the Navajo Nation and the District of Columbia has serious concerns with the growing public
health issues associated with Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances (PFAS) in drinking water. ASDWA’s
members regulate and provide technical assistance and funding for the nation’s 160,000 public water
systems (PWS), and coordinate with mulitiple partners to ensure safe drinking water for our nation’s 324
million residents.

ASDWA urges EPA and CDC to work in partnership with ASDWA and state drinking water programs, and
with the Department of Defense (DoD) to address these growing public health concerns. Our primary
recommendation is that a working committee be formed with ASDWA, EPA, CDC, and DoD leadership to
work on the list of specific recommendations attached. Given the potential adverse public health
implications from PFAS, ASDWA recommends that this group be established as soon as possible.

ASDWA'’s second urgent recommendation, following the development of a working committee of the
pertinent agencies, is for the federal government to develop a unified message to the public and state
regulators on what to do about PFAS, and to work in unison with other stakeholders, and in a timely
manner, to minimize the potential adverse effects to public health and the environment from PFAS.
Knowledge is continually evolving on a wide range of PFAS issues, and this new knowledge needs to be
transferred to the public and state regulators in a coherent and cogent manner. Without this unified
message and information, we're concerned that several sets of differing risk numbers will be
communicated from each agency, which will cause confusion, delay, or worse, no action at all.

For example, three states (Minnesota, New Jersey, and Vermont) have proposed or established PFAS
standards or guidelines that are lower than EPA’s Health Advisories (HAs). These differences among
states demonstrate the difficulty in calculating health risk goals and determining risk reductions without
federal standards, and are creating public confusion about what levels of PFAS are safe in drinking
water. In addition, EPA’s FAQ document and HAs for PFOA and PFOS are unclear on PWS actions for
susceptible populations which is causing some states to recommend that water systems issue “do not
drink” public notices, while other states are interpreting EPA’s HAs to recommend that water systems
provide public notice without any explicit actions.

When EPA’s 2016 HAs for PFOA and PFOS were combined with the occurrence data from the Third
Unregulated Contaminant Monitoring Rule (UCMR3), state drinking water program administrators had
to determine how to handle all the information on their own. The result has been some confusion on
appropriate actions and a lack of consistent responses from state to state. As the number of PFAS

1401 WILSON BLVD - SUITE 1225 - ARLINGTON, VA 22209
PHONE (703) 812-9505 - FAX (703) 812-9506 - info@asdwa.org - www.asdwa.org
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compounds and PFAS contaminated sites continues to grow, so will the complexity and urgency of this
problem.

ASDWA and its members provide the enclosed table of recommendations for your respective agencies
to implement to address our states’ drinking water program challenges that are summarized below:

e Directly engage with states in the development of any new PFAS guidelines, health advisories
(HAs), or minimum risk levels, and support current state efforts to ensure the ability of states to
assess and address PFAS and the consistency of actions across states.

e Directly engage with states to develop guidance for PWS with clear recommendations to ensure
more consistent response actions and protocols, explain the associated health risks with PFAS,
and provide clear direction for consumers to reduce their risk from PFAS in drinking water and
other identified pathways.

¢ Conduct more health effects research and develop consistent health effects determinations (risk
levels) for known and unknown PFAS.

¢ Increase funding and support for non-targeted analyses of drinking water for PFAS and
substitute compounds to ensure that any potential adverse impacts of new chemicals on
groundwater and surface water are identified, and the associated health risks are understood.

e Develop rules or guidance to prevent PFAS from contaminating drinking water through other
media (i.e., underground injection control, soil leaching, deposition from air emissions, and
wastewater discharges).

e Directly engage with stakeholders and industry to assess and address the universe of known and
unknown PFAS compounds that are being used and evaluate fire-fighting foam alternatives, to
provide a knowledge base to state media programs for development of guidance and
regulations, and to protect drinking water at the source.

e Consider bias and error in analytical methods and develop additional analytical methods for
drinking water and other media, develop standards for branched and linear isomers, coordinate
with Iab vendors, develop guidance for standardization of lab results for PFAS analytes (i.e., acid
form and/or different salt forms), and increase lab programs and capacity beyond UCMR3.

Resources for state drinking water programs that address PFAS contamination, in addition to traditional
compliance oversight and enforcement for the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) regulations, are already
stretched thin. Your leadership in convening these agencies toward a unified solution and message is
vitally and urgently needed. Thank you for your consideration of these recommendations. We ook
forward to discussing them in greater detail and to continue to coordinate with you on efforts to
address PFAS in drinking water. If you have questions about these recommendations, please feel free to
contact me at {danisis@na.zov or contact Alan Roberson, ASDWA’s Executive Director at
aroberson®asdwa.ore .

Sincerely,

Lisa Daniels, ASDWA President and Director, Bureau of Safe Drinking Water Director,
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection

cc: Maureen Sullivan, DoD
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ASDWA RECOMMENDATIONS
EPA AND CDC MUST
DEVELOP AND SUPPORT:

Direct engagement with states to
develop any new PFAS guidelines,
health advisories, or standards

Considerations for PEAS as an

unfunded mandate

Direct engagement with states to
develop PWS guidance with:

s Clear recommendations and
actions for pregnant women,
infants, and other sensitive
subpopulations {public notice
versus “do not drink”)

» Health risk messaging, including
other possible exposure routes
and mitigation options

More health effects research on
all PEAS compounds

Consistency between EPA health
advisory levels and CDC
minimum risk levels (MRLs)

Increased funding and support for
EPA’s Office of Research and
Development laboratories for non-
targeted analyses of drinking water
for PFAS and substitute compounds

Specific guidance on under SDWA
40 CER 144.12{a) on the authority
to prohibit PFAS discharges into

underground sources of drinking
water that “may otherwise
adversely affect the health of
persons”

Associated Challenges

States have historically relied on
EPA to develop standards and
most states do hot have the
expertise to assess and address
PEAS, though a few states have
developed differing PFAS action
levels

PEAS has added a significant state
burden beyond existing SDWA
Fequirements

s There is a lack of federal
leadership to ensure consistent
state, PWS and public response
actions and protocols and
explain the associated health
risks

EPA’s HA and FAQ documents
are unclear on actions a PWS
can take to help public
consumets respond to health

advisories

Different states have zet

different health advisory levels

and standards due to differing

opinions among federal and

state toxicologists

States are finding more PEAS

compounds in source waters

that may pose health risks

& Only 20 to 30 of the thousands
of PEAS compounds can be
analyzed by commercial
laboratories

e New substitutes for PFAS and

associated breakdown products

are not fully understood

PEAS used in industrial and
commercial settings are being
discharged in large quantities to
the groundwater via shallow
subsurface systems under the
Clags V UIC program

Purpose

To ensure the ability of
states to address PFAS
and the consistency of
actions across states

To ensure the ability of
states to address PEAS

e To ensure consistency
between different
federal and EPA
programs

& To provide clarity for
decision making
processes and actions

s To reduce public
confusion

e To avoid disparities
and changes in future
decision-making
processes

e To alleviate confusion
by states, PWSs, and
the public

To ensure that the
potential adverse
impacts to groundwater
and surface water from
new chemicals are
understood and that
drinking water is
protected

To prevent the
contamination of
drinking water and the
environment

ED_005190_00000351-00003




ASDWA RECOMMENDATIONS Associated Challenges Purpose
EPA AND CDC MUST
DEVELOP AND SUPPORT:

Guidance for bio-solids on
maximum PFAS concentrations that
will protect drinking water

Assess the Clean Air Act for
developing guidance or a rule
aimed at preventing air emissions
from contaminating drinking water
with PFAS
Assess the Clean Water Act for
developing guidance or a rule
aimed at preventing wastewater

Biosolids containing PEAS can To protect drinking
contaminate drinking water in water quality
source water protection areas

Air emissions at sites in multiple | To protect drinking
states have contaminated the water quality
public and private drinking water

supplies of tens of thousands of

people

Wastewater discharges at sites in | | To address PEAS
multiple states have contaminated | compounds at the

the public and private drinking source and protect
discharges from contaminating water supplies of hundreds of drinking water quality
drinking water with PEAS thousands of people

Convening a group of relevant e |t is difficult to assess the fate | To proactively and
stakeholders and industry to: and transport and toxicity to directly engage with

= Include PEAS contents in productl human health and the PFAS manufacturers and

labeling environment without knowing | sellers of PFAS products
o Identify current use of PFAS and | which PFAS and other substitute |to assess and address
non-PFAS products that replaced !  compounds are being used the universe of PFAS
legacy compounds ¢ Fire-figshting foam has compounds being used
¢ Evaluate fire-fighting foam and contaminated the drinking and protect drinking
alternatives that will be less water supplies of many PWSs water

likely to impact drinking water
Efforts to ensure that all future
HAs, guidance or standards
explicitly include anticipated bias
and error in drinking water
analytical methods

Additional PFAS analytical methods
for drinking water, wastewater, and
other media

Errors in lab results have led to To ensure accurate
incorrect determinations for results and associated
health advisory level exceedances | state and PWS response
and associated response actions

It is difficult to determine the
source of PEAS and reqguire
generators to limit discharges

To investigate and
address PEAS
compounds at the
source
Available ab standards do not To clarify isomer
include branched isomers for identification and
some PEAS compounds differentiation
Certified standards from different | To ensure consistency
vendors differ by as much as 20% | among vendors

Development of lab/standard grade
PEAS standards that contain
branched and linear isomers
Coordination with manufactures to
ensure standards are consistent

from one vendor to another
Guidance for standardization of
laboratory results

Acid forms and/or different salt
forms of PEAS analytes are
incorrectly listed and reparted

To ensure accuracy,
clarity, and consistency
of sample results

Ongoing laboratory programs, e lab accreditation is not To ensure lab capacity
capacity, and sampling efforts to supported after the UCMR to assess and address
assess PFAS compounds atlower Re States are finding more PFAS the occurrence of all
detection limits and in targeted compounds in source waters at | PFAS compounds
smaller communities not included lower detection limits and in beyond the UCMR3

in UCMR3 smaller communities
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March 8, 2018

Mr. Scott Pruitt, Administrator

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20460

Subject: State Drinking Water Program Comments on Long-Term Revisions to the Lead and Copper
Rule (LT-LCR)

Dear Administrator Pruitt:

The Association of State Drinking Water Administrators (ASDWA) appreciates the opportunity to
provide additional input on potential Long-Term Revisions to the Lead and Copper Rule (LT-LCR).
ASDWA is the professional association that serves the 57 men and women (and their staff) who lead
and implement state and territorial drinking water programs. ASDWA has become a respected voice for
state primacy agencies with Congress, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and other
professional organizations. Our members are co-regulators with EPA for the National Primary Drinking
Water Regulations (NPDWRs), so our recommendations for the LT-LCR are based on many years of
implementation experience.

ASDWA'’s members have been implementing the current Lead and Copper Rule (LCR) since it was
originally published in 1991, as well as the minor revisions in 2000 and 2004, and the short-term
revisions in 2007. As such, our members have a breadth and depth of knowledge on this topic that’s
likely greater than any other group from which EPA will receive comments. Our members’ comments
contain several important recommendations that we hope EPA will thoughtfully consider during its
discussion of potential regulatory options.

The goal for the LT-LCR is simple — reduce lead exposure from drinking water and increase public
health protection. From our perspective, the regulatory approach to reach this goal is:
e Targeting more stringent regulatory requirements where they are needed most;
e Closing the “loopholes” in the current LCR; and
e Simplifying the regulatory requirements, so that water systems, state primacy agencies, technical
assistance providers, contract operators, and anyone else working to provide safe drinking water
can read and understand them.

In our comments you will find 7 major recommendations for EPA:

1. Keep as many components of the current LCR as possible (if they are protective of public
health) for the monitoring and sampling site selection framework because water systems, state
primacy agencies, technical assistance providers, and contract operators already know them.

2. Consider using a “bins” regulatory framework for the rule with progressively more stringent
“bins” with required actions by water systems based on increasing levels of the 90™ percentile of
lead samples from 1-liter first draw tap samples.

1401 WILSON BLVD - SUITE 1225 < ARLINGTON, VA 22209
PHONE (703) 812-9505 - FAX (703) 812-9506 - info@asdwa.org - www.asdwa.org
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3. Apply a holistic approach that takes into consideration simultaneous compliance with all
drinking water regulations, as well as with regulations for wastewater discharges.

4. Be the leader with all federal agencies in reducing total lead exposure, not just from drinking
water, and look beyond drinking water regulations to reduce public exposure to lead.

5. Support Americans with lead service lines, with public education and programs that promote
cooperative funding, so that all homeowners, no matter their income or location, can afford to
replace them.

6. Assure all educational materials about reducing exposure to lead are consistent across all
agencies and are fully transparent.

7. Be careful in how much flexibility is allowed under the LT-LCR. Too much flexibility can
adversely impact rule implementation, create unintended “loopholes”, and ultimately lcad to
delays in achieving the intended results. States generally prefer flexibility for a limited number
of strategic regulatory components where states need to able to tailor regulatory requirements to
local conditions.

ASDWA urges EPA to be mindful that the LT-LCR will have a significant impact on state workloads —
our estimates are more than 730,000 hours annually — and state budgets. ASDWA has developed a
detailed Costs of States” Transaction Study (CoSTS) that estimates an additional burden of $73-$97
million annually for states, depending on the regulatory option selected. Given the states’ ongoing
challenges in meeting EPA’s requirements for the existing drinking water regulations, this is a
significant increase. This potential increase exacerbates the gradual erosion of federal funding from the
Public Water System Supervision (PWSS) program from $105 million in FY 10 to $102 million for the
past four fiscal years (FY 14 to FY 17).

Additionally, the LT-LCR could potentially impact the funding from the Drinking Water State
Revolving Loan Fund (DWSRF) as more water systems move forward with the mstallation of corrosion
control treatment (CCT) and lead service line replacement (LSLR). The funding for this additional
treatment and construction needs to be considered in EPA’s Drinking Water Needs Survey, and the
funding for the DWSRF increased accordingly.

Phasing in some of the regulatory requirements based on system size will likely be necessary, such as
staggered compliance deadlines, which would be comparable to the implementation approach for other
drinking water regulations in the past.

On behalf of the 57 states, territories and tribes we represent and the 150,000 drinking water systems
they oversee, which serve 300 million Americans, we thank you for the opportunity to provide this input
on the LT-LCR. If you have any questions about these comments, please feel free to contact me at
ldamels(@pa.gov or Alan Roberson, ASDWA'’s Executive Director at grobersoniiasdwa.ore,

Sincerely,

Lisa Daniels, ASDWA President
ce: Andrew Hanson — EPA OCIR

Peter Grevatt - EPA OGWDW
Fric Burneson — EPA OGWDW
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Comments by the Association of State Drinking Water Administrators (ASDWA)
For the Lead and Copper Rule (LCR) Federalism Consultation
Docket ID No. EPA-HQ-OW-2018-0007

General

The Association of State Drinking Water Administrators (ASDWA) appreciates the opportunity
to provide additional input on potential Long-Term Revisions to the Lead and Copper Rule (LT-
LCR). ASDWA is the professional association that serves the 57 men and women (and their
staff) who lead and implement state and territorial drinking water programs. Formed in 1984 to
address a growing need for state administrators to have national representation, ASDWA has
become a respected voice for state primacy agencies with Congress, the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA), and other professional organizations. ASDWA’s members are co-
regulators with EPA for the National Primary Drinking Water Regulations (NPDWRs), so our
recommendations for the LT-LCR are based on many years of implementation experience.

ASDWA’s members have been implementing the current LCR since it was originally published
in 1991, as well as the minor revisions in 2000 and 2004, and the short-term revisions in 2007.
As such, ASDWA’s members have a breadth and depth of knowledge on the details of LCR
implementation that EPA needs to incorporate into the LT-LCR. ASDWA’s members have
recently gained additional regulatory experience post-Flint by taking actions such as reviewing
materials and lead service line (LSL) inventories, corrosion control treatment (CCT) and water
quality parameter (WQP) monitoring that go beyond the regulatory requirements of the 1991
LCR. As rule development continues, ASDWA, as co-regulators with EPA, would like to
continue to collaborate with EPA. These comments contain several important recommendations
(such as the “bins” regulatory framework detailed below) that EPA needs to thoughtfully
consider during its discussions and deliberations on potential regulatory options for the final LT-
LCR.

The goal for the LT-LCR is simple — to reduce lead exposure from drinking water and thereby
increase public health protection. Considerable progress has been made since the 1991 LCR in
reducing the national aggregate 90" percentile as detailed in Figure 1 of the Brown, et al, paper
(Jour, AWWA4 103:5:62). For approximately 150 of the water systems serving >50,000 people,
the median of their 90 percentiles decreased from 20-25 pug/L to 6 pg/L between 1992-93 and
2000. For the higher exposures, the 95" percentile decreased from 80 pg/L to 17 ng/L.
Notwithstanding the occasional outliers, the considerable progress made in understanding
corrosion control and in reducing lead in drinking water should be recognized and the lead
regulation strengthened to minimize the potential for additional outliers. While everyone can
agree on the above goal, the optimal processes to achieve that goal vary, depending on
perspective.

From the perspective of state primacy agencies, ASDWA’s goal for the LT-LCR is to continue to
protect public health by

e Targeting more stringent regulatory requirements where they are needed most;

e Closing the “loopholes” in the current LCR; and

ED_005190_00000352-00003



e Simplifying the regulatory requirements, so that water systems, state primacy agencies,
consulting engineers, technical assistance providers, contract operators, and anyone else
working to provide safe drinking water can read and understand them.

The current LCR is one of the most complex drinking water regulation with lots of moving parts,
and many potential regulatory changes have been discussed and debated for the past 15-20 years.
One method for simplification is to keep as many components of the existing LCR as possible (if
they are protective of public health) for the monitoring and sampling site selection framework
that water systems, state primacy agencies, consulting engineers, technical assistance providers,
and contract operators already know. Any change to the LCR will require substantial training
and technical assistance, so minimizing unnecessary changes should be a goal for the LT-LCR.

ASDWA’s recommendations and comments on the LT-LCR go beyond the questions in the five
categories presented at the January 8% Federalism Consultation Meeting. ASDWA’s comments
provide an overall regulatory approach using “bins” (detailed below) with a progressively more
stringent regulatory framework based on increasing levels of the 90™ percentile of lead samples
for 1-liter first draw tap samples. Additionally, these comments should be the starting point for
additional dialogue between ASDWA’s members (as co-regulators) and EPA, with additional
discussions on the LT-LCR between March 8™ and the publication of the proposed rule.

ASDWA recommends that EPA take a holistic regulatory approach for the LT-LCR that takes
into consideration simultaneous compliance with all drinking water regulations, as well as with
regulations for wastewater discharges. For example, in the past, some water systems changed
their residual disinfectant from chlorine to chloramine without appropriately considering changes
in water chemistry that subsequently resulted in an LCR Action Level Exceedance (ALE), e.g.,
the Washington, DC, problems in the early 2000s. For wastewater dischargers, the addition of a
phosphate-based corrosion control inhibitor could result in a violation of their National Pollution
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit and/or the required installation of additional
nutrient removal treatment to meet increasingly stringent nutrient discharge requirements. It
would be prudent for EPA to consider making a realistic assessment of Clean Water Act (CWA)
implications if the agency considers mandating the addition of phosphate-based corrosion
inhibitors in the LT-LCR.

EPA should take the lead with all federal agencies in reducing total lead exposure, not just from
drinking water, as part of this holistic approach. EPA Administrator Pruitt’s recent invitation &0
mermbers of the President’s Task Force on Fnvivonmenial Health Risks and Safetv Risks 1o
{hildren to participate in a Principals Meeting to discuss next steps in developing a federal
strategy to reduce childhood lead exposure and eliminate associated health impacts is a step in
the right direction. Consistent and timely follow-up actions to this initial meeting are needed. As
part of the LT-LCR, EPA should consider what actions the Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention (CDC) and other agencies are taking to reduce exposure to lead so that all involved
are sending a consistent message. All federal agencies must agree on what actions homeowners
and tenants should be taking.

Additionally, expecting the LT-LCR to single-handedly address lead exposure through a more
stringent drinking water regulation is unrealistic. Considerable progress in reducing total
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exposure to lead has been made through the lead ban in gasoline, mitigation in homes with lead
paint, the ban of lead solder, corrosion control in drinking water and the further reduction of
allowable lead in plumbing materials from the Reduction of Lead in Drinking Water Act of 2011
(P.L. 111-380). Consistent and timely actions are needed for all routes of exposure — lead in
paint, lead in dust and lead in drinking water. Some routes of exposure, such as paint and dust,
can be effectively addressed through EPA offices outside of the Office of Water (OW) and
through the expansion of healthy homes initiatives and lead reduction initiatives in other federal
agencies. Again, EPA needs to take the lead with all federal agencies in reducing total lead
exposure.

The public plays a key role in reducing total lead exposure, as, dependent on the local situation,
homeowners and tenants can take actions to reduce their lead exposure. For homes with lead
service lines, addressing lead is a shared responsibility between customers and public water
systems since lead service lines exist on both public property (rights-of-way or easements) and
private property. The LT-LCR should adequately support appropriate actions by both the
customers and public water systems.

It is critical that all entities involved are fully transparent and deliver consistent information to
the public. Educational materials must provide consistent and precise guidelines so that
customers take the appropriate actions. A significant effort will be needed by EPA to develop the
appropriate educational and outreach materials as part of the LT-LCR.

Balancing regulatory flexibility and ease of implementation is always challenging in the
regulatory development process. Traditional numerical Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs)
are easy to implement, as compliance is simply a case of comparing one number to another
number. Regulatory flexibility allows states to address local needs and circumstances, but it
takes more time for states to implement. Additionally, too much flexibility can create confusion,
inconsistency and unintended “loopholes” and may mean that critical issues for protecting public
health might not get recognized and resolved. ASDW A recommends there be limited flexibility
in the LT-LCR for a limited number of strategic regulatory components. Too much flexibility in
the LT-LCR would be problematic for states.

No matter what regulatory option is ultimately selected, the LT-LCR will lead to an increased
workload for states. States’ actions will include the tracking and oversight of new monitoring
and reporting requirements, review and approval of new or updated plans and reports, additional
follow-up actions, additional training and technical assistance, and compliance and enforcement.
ASDWA has developed a detailed Costs of States’” Transaction Study (CoSTS) that estimates
that the national total hours for state statf time during the first cycle (the first 5 years) of
implementation of the LT-LCR will be in the range of 3.7-4.9 million hours, or 730,000-970,000
hours of labor annually for 49 states (Wyoming doesn’t have primacy). Assuming a loaded
(direct and indirect costs) hourly rate of $100 for a staff engineer, this translates to an additional
burden of $73-$97 million annually for states. Given the states’ ongoing challenges in meeting
EPA’s requirements for the existing drinking water regulations, this is a significant increase.
This potential increase exacerbates the gradual erosion of federal funding from the Public Water
System Supervision (PWSS) program from $105 million in FY 10 to $102 million for the past
four fiscal years (FY 14 to FY 17). Inflation over the past decade further exacerbates the funding
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gap. A narrative on the development of these estimated costs and the detailed spreadsheets for
CoSTS are attached as Appendix A to these comments.

State drinking water programs have been chronically underfunded, on top of this gradual erosion
of PWSS funding. ASIDDWA’s 2013 state doinking water resource needs report estimated the
funding gap of $240 million for a minimum based program, and $308 million for a
comprehensive program that includes additional activities undertaken by states to achieve the
public health protection vision and goals established by the SDWA. This report was a
collaboration between EPA and ASDWA, using EPA’s contractor (Cadmus) to collect the data
(that was then validated by the states) and then generate the report. The summary
recommendations from this report are enclosed as Appendix B to these comments.

Regardless of the regulatory option selected, the LT-LCR will have a high initial workload for
states for developing their primacy package, tracking and reviewing materials and lead service
line inventories, tracking and reviewing monitoring plans, training and technical assistance for
water systems and technical assistance providers, etc. Each component of the LT-LCR will
require a significant increase in state staff time.

One component (“regulatory start-up”) can be validated by comparing the LT-LCR to the 2013
Revised Total Coliform Rule. The workload from the RTCR “regulatory start-up” was
significant. ASDWA’s estimate for the LT-LCR start-up effort is more than 500,000 hours of
state staff time, which is in the range of the estimated start-up for the 2013 RTCR that was
developed for ASIIW A s 2013 national estimate of the resources needed for state staff time for
all components of their drinking water programs.

Training is another regulatory component that warrants some additional discussion, as the
drinking water community does not have technical capacity to implement a revised LCR.
Technical capacity for determining and maintaining Corrosion Control Treatment (CCT) and
developing appropriate monitoring plans for water quality parameters (WQP) ramped up after
the 1991 LCR but has since decreased due to state staff turnover/retirements and a lack of
funding. There is simply not enough capacity with the states, water systems, consulting
engineers, academics, and technical assistance providers to meet all potential regulatory needs
for a revised LCR. The number of corrosion control experts in drinking water in the U.S. can be
counted on both hands. A joint effort between EPA, ASDWA, and other water associations such
as the American Water Works Association (AWWA) will be needed to support the rebuilding of
this technical capacity and close coordination on training materials and delivery will be needed.
Adequate funding will be needed for the development and delivery of training on the LT-LCR.

Adequate funding for research will also be needed. Many technical issues, such as which
corrosion indices to use and/or consider for CCT and when to use coupon testing versus pipe
loop studies, will need immediate research funding for successful implementation of the LT-
LCR. In this current climate of constrained federal funding, finding the additional funding isn’t
going to be easy, but it’s critical for successful rule implementation and public health protection.

Phasing in some of the regulatory requirements based on system size will likely be necessary,
i.e., staggered compliance deadlines, comparable to the implementation approach for other
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drinking water regulations. There is simply not enough capacity with the states, water systems,
consulting engineers and technical assistance providers to meet all potential regulatory deadlines
for all water systems at once.

Strengthened Regulatory Framework Using “Bins” Targets Additional Requirements

The LCR Federalism Consultation approach posed some challenges for ASDWA’s members (as
co-regulators with EPA) in developing substantive comments. As previously mentioned, the
current LCR is probably the most complex drinking water regulation with lots of moving parts,
and many potential regulatory changes have been discussed and debated for the past 15-20 years.

EPA presented questions on five topics at the initial Federalism Consultation meeting on January

regulatory framework that shows how each builds and integrates with the other. ASDWA’s
Board of Directors met this challenge by developing a progressively more stringent regulatory
framework based on increasing levels of the 90" percentile of lead samples for 1-liter first draw
tap samples. The framework fits the pieces of the regulatory “jigsaw puzzle” together into a
holistic approach and targets more stringent regulatory treatment technique requirements where
they are needed most. The “bins” regulatory framework is detailed below.

Bin | Lead 90% Corrosion Lead Service Water Quality PE and Tap Sampling
percentile Control Lines (LSLs) Parameters QOutreach
Treatment (WQPs) Materials
(CCT)
#1 | 0-5.0 ug/L | Retain current | Retain current Retain current Provide public Retain frequency
requirements | requirements for | requirements for | education (PE) | & triggers in
for triggering | triggering LSL. | WQP in Consumer current rule.
installation of | replacement monitoring for Confidence Allow triennial
CCT (LSLR) systems with Report (CCR) & | monitoring
CcCT other delivery
channels
#2 5.0-10.0 | Retain current | Develop LSLR | WQP Deliver targeted | Annual
requirements | plan & pilot assessment to PE for homes monitoring with
for triggering | LSLR plan evaluate with LSLs standard number
nstallation of changes in of sites. No
CCT water chemistry triennial
monitoring
#3 10.0-15.0 | Require CCT | Implement Increase Deliver targeted | Monitor every six
study that proactive frequency and PE to areas of months
identifies voluntary LSLR | number of distribution
appropriatc sampling sites system based on
CCT if Action for WQP find and fix
Level (AL) s monitoring,.
exceeded - Recommend
Implement optimal WQP
distribution ranges as part of
system find & CCT study
fix protocol
#4 | >15.0 ug/L | Require CCT | Require Require WQP Deliver broader | Monitor cvery six
implementation | monitoring PE and outreach | months
of LSLR plan based on CCT materials for all
5
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Each bin builds upon the previous bin. For example, a system in bin #2 must comply with the
regulatory requirements in both bins #1 and #2. A system in bin #3 must comply with the
regulatory requirements in bins #1, #2, and #3. A system in bin #4 must comply with all the
requirements in all bins.

This framework eliminates several “loopholes” in the current rent. For example, water systems
would not be able to sample repeatedly at sites with low lead levels to reduce their 90®
percentile. Systems would not be able to sample from sub-optimal sites based on outdated
information, i.e., for systems with a blend of LSL and non-LSL homes, all compliance sampling
locations would need to be at LSL homes.

This framework also has some details that warrant further discussions and deliberations. For
example, some of the above components will need an “anti-backsliding” approach, such as
corrosion control treatment (CCT). Once CCT is initiated, it should be considered a permanent
installation and not suspended when 90" percentiles decline. Further discussion between EPA
and ASDWA (as co-regulators) is also needed on how much existing data (grandfathering) could
be used for initial bin placement.

This regulatory framework parallels other NPDWRs, such as the Long-Term 2 Enhanced Surface
Water Treatment Rule (LT2ZESWTR) and prioritizes regulatory actions for systems that have
higher 90" percentiles, thereby increasing public health protection in a timely manner. It also
recognizes and allows water systems in the lowest bin (bin #1 with a 90 percentile of 0-5.0
ng/L) to maintain their present actions. Water systems in the lowest bin would not be required to
make the investment to replace lead service lines (LSLs) when the inherent water chemistry or
corrosion control is working and a sufficient scale inside the pipe has been formed to minimize
lead exposure. The framework is proactive in that if a system 1s in bin #3 (10.0-15.0 pg/L), steps
will be required that would hopefully prevent the systems from exceeding the 15 pg/L. Action
Level (AL). Finally, this framework encourages systems to strive for a lower bin with less
regulatory requirements that would ultimately lead to increased public health protection.

The assessment in bin #2 should include an evaluation of more frequent lead and water quality
parameter (WQP) monitoring, the WQP operational range, more representative locations, the
potential need for additional WQP parameters such as dissolved inorganic carbon (DIC), etc.
ASDWA would be willing to collaborate with EPA on the development of guidance on the
details of this proposed assessment.

The broader public education and outreach effort in bin #4 should include increased frequency,
targeted delivery, good faith effort to reach renters, and partnerships with schools and day care
centers and local health agencies. Agam ASDWA would be willing to collaborate with EPA on

Line Rwiacumm {ollaborative, of which ASDWA is a member, would prov1de a

development and distribution of the broader public education and outreach materials.
Additionally, EPA needs to take the lead with all federal agencies in reducing total lead exposure
and the distribution of such materials to others that need them besides states and water systems,
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such as the Department of Education for schools and the Department of Health and Human
Services (HHS) for childcare facilities and local health agencies.

Lead Service Lines (LL.SLs)

ASDWA believes that, as a goal, the only way that lead exposure can be eliminated in drinking
water is if lead can be completely removed from contact with the water. This is our public health
goal, and the LT-LCR should help us move in that direction. However, the TL-LCR must also be
cost effective and have a reasonable expectation that water systems can comply. Setting
unrealistic expectations, for example, considering the initial accuracy of lead service line (LSL)
inventories, reaching 100% LSL removal of both the public and private sides within a short
timeframe, regardless of the cost, just sets states and water systems up for failure and will
continue to degrade public confidence in drinking water. The bin approach previously discussed
should not prevent water systems or communities from proactively removing LSLs (both public
and private sides) and ASDWA supports these voluntary efforts.

Lead service lines (LSLs) may be the largest contributor of lead in drinking water in systems
with LSLs, but LSLs are not the only source of lead. Many water systems do not have (or don’t
currently think that they have) any LSLs. Therefore, the regulation can’t focus exclusively on
LSLs but must address other lead sources such as lead solder, plumbing fixtures, galvanized
pipes, etc., that also contribute to the lead action level and lead exposure in general. The rule
must also recognize that the largest lead contribution is probably not on the public side but likely
originates in the customer’s own lead service line (private side) and in their plumbing. ASDWA
favors an approach, like our suggestion for using bins, to holistically address lead in drinking
water under the rule. Lead service line replacement (LSLR) should be covered in LT-LCR but is
also something for which EPA should seek collaboration with other federal agencies and
interested groups outside government, especially for supporting LSLR on the private side.

ASDWA believes the cost of lead service line replacement (both public and private side) is too
great to be mandated for water systems in the LT-LCR. Water systems can and should take steps
to promote and facilitate full removal of lead service lines, as noted in our bin table, and
appropriate rule requirements can make this happen. However, the only way to realistically
remove the complete lead service line involves active home-owner participation. Many
homeowners will not be able to pay for removing the portion of the line they own. Funding for
this effort will need to be provided through a collaborative and cooperative approach involving a
variety of stakeholders, both public and private. As previously mentioned, the {.ead Service Line
Heplacement Collaborative provides a notable example of how groups can come together to help
solve this problem. Also, some actions to reduce LSLs on the private side are outside the scope
of the LCR, and EPA should be working with other agencies to encourage responsible actions by
homeowners. This includes efforts such as notification to purchasers about lead pipes in homes
at the point of sale, expanding access to lead remediation funding for LSL replacement, and other
similar measures.

A complete inventory of lead in the water system (outside the home) is essential to support lead
service line replacement (LSLR) and is also critical information for determining appropriate
sample locations and advising the customer on how to reduce lead exposure. The data in the
materials inventory also helps drive the decisions in our bin approach. The rule should require
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the water system to develop a complete materials inventory of the entire distribution system and
submit the inventory to states for review and approval. The inventory must address both public
and private side LSLs, as well as lead goosenecks used to connect the service line to the water
main, to provide adequate information to drive action. This inventory will have to evolve over
time, as more data and information about the distribution system becomes available through
water main replacement and LSLR.

For compliance with the 1991 LCR, many systems only conducted a partial materials inventory
to find the required number of tier 1 sample sites. This level of effort was not sufficient to
prepare them to identify replacement sites as customers dropped out. A new or updated materials
inventory under the LT-LCR must be completed. It was not clear under the current rule whether
the materials inventory had to be submitted to the state, so therefore, most were not. Under the
revised rule, states will expect to receive, review and approve all materials inventories for
completeness. ASDWA recognizes that this will be a significant effort for both water systems
and states, but the effort needs to be undertaken. ASDWA recommends that failure to complete
an appropriate inventory be a violation.

Developing the inventory will be challenging. A completely accurate inventory is nearly
impossible to create since local records are incomplete or non-existent. Research is underway to
develop more tools, but at this point, systems will need to use the best information that can be
found. Where reliable data is not available, estimates may need to be made for both private and
public lines using housing age, local ordinances, and other relevant factors. The homeowners can
play a role in documenting private side service lines, and water systems should reach out to the
homeowners to determine if they have more information about their service line. EPA should
provide detailed guidance for developing the inventories.

Plumbers can play a role if they are provided with training and guidance on identifying lead
service lines. Information for plumbers should be a part of the basic educational material that
EPA develops for the LT-LCR. EPA should develop estimated costs for plumbers to conduct a
lead service line evaluation, so educational material for customers can include these costs should
a homeowner want to know with some certainty if they have a LSL (or not).

ASDWA recognizes that any materials inventory is going to evolve, and that the data for some
locations (or many locations) will initially be based on best professional judgement, using the
history of lead service line installation or other local records. It will be difficult to document, or
field verify, all lead service line locations. As such, the inventory will be fluid over time as
additional information becomes available from newly discovered records or work in the
distribution system. The Lead Service Line Replacement Collaborative has already started
collecting best practices for developing inventories, and these best practices need to continue be
updated as implementation of the LT-LCR unfolds.

ASDWA recommends that the materials inventory be updated periodically, and the associated
compliance monitoring plan adjusted accordingly. The updated inventory could be required to be
submitted, reviewed and approved on a mandated frequency, and the frequency could depend on
the complexity of the water system, the inventory, and the resources needed for periodic updates.
Another option might be to update the inventory along with the monitoring plan before each
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monitoring cycle begins for the water system.

Preparing a materials inventory, especially one that covers the entire distribution system and
includes information for both the private side and the public side will be a significant task for
water systems. The review and approval of the inventories will be a significant burden for states.
ASDWA recommends some phase-in of this regulatory requirement, starting with large systems
and moving to medium and then to small systems over time. States should have the option of
accelerating the compliance schedule at their discretion.

In summary, more attention is needed on the materials inventory and compliance monitoring
plans by water systems and states, so that states (and the public) can be assured the data are
accurate and further actions by water systems based on these data are appropriate. Both are key
factors since the “bin” approach relies on 90™ percentile values of first draw 1-liter samples.

The LT-LCR should require systems to update their compliance monitoring plans based on the
updated materials inventory. The two are linked and one of the failings of the current rule is not
fully recognizing the importance of this pairing. Additionally, since ASDWA’s goal is total
removal of lead, the “testing out” provision for LSLR in the current LCR should be eliminated,
regardless of what LSLR regulatory requirements are selected for the LT-LCR.

Distribution of pitcher filters at the time of LSL replacement should not be mandated, although
water systems could decide to offer them as an option, in which case, they should be required to
make a recommendation on the use of filters in their public education materials. Alternatively,
appropriate flushing is effective at reducing lead exposure. A standard flushing protocol should
be developed for inclusion in public education and other outreach materials.

Partial LSL replacements are inevitable due to main breaks and emergency repairs. While they
can’t be totally banned, the rule should encourage water systems to do complete replacement
Standard C810-17 (Replacement and Flushing for Lead Service Lines) can offer consistency for
LSL replacement.

Corrosion Control Treatment (CCT)

Corrosion control plays a key role in the implementation of the LCR, regardless of whether there
are lead service lines present or any active LSL replacement program. CCT has significantly
reduced lead levels in communities across the U.S. as shown by declining 90™ percentile values
as detailed in Figure 1 of the Brown, ot al, paper (Jowr, AWWA 705:5:62). ASDWA does not
recommend that wholesale changes be made to the CCT requirements, but some CCT
requirements can be tweaked and strengthened to make maximum use of this effective tool for
reducing lead exposure.

ASDWA recommends that existing CCT be maintained where it is in place, but ASDWA does
not support mandating treatment for all water systems. Even under the “bin” approach, water
systems with existing CCT must continue CCT. However, adding CCT is a major challenge,
especially for small systems and for systems with multiple sources and multiple entry points to
the distribution system.
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Simultaneous compliance issues must be considered. Installing CCT in small systems where
there is no preexisting treatment beyond disinfection may require an operator certification
upgrade, additional operational monitoring, and possibly impact compliance with other rule
requirements and even influence the community’s wastewater discharge. Corrosion control
should be installed where it is needed but not where existing water quality is already adequately
managing lead. The “bin” approach factors this concept into the “bin” categories, where every
size system could require CCT and systems will be increasing their efforts even before there is an
Action Level Exceedance (ALE). The approach increases reliance on CCT when it is appropriate
to control lead.

A vast amount of data has already been collected under the existing LCR and this information
should be used to help determine appropriate CCT for individual systems. Water quality
parameter data, 90" percentile lead levels, and individual lead values from homes that have been
sampled multiple times, can all contribute to an understanding of the quality of the water and the
propensity to leach lead into the drinking water. These data will all be useful when assigning bins
and taking the required actions to meet bin requirements under our suggested approach. This is
one reason ASDWA is not recommending major changes in monitoring locations for the LT-
LCR, so that valuable historical information remains useful.

Existing requirements for review of CCT for new sources and treatment changes should remain.
Effective CCT by water systems, as well as appropriate state oversight of CCT, is critical. This
includes monitoring water quality parameters and reviewing the CCT process when sources or
other treatment processes change.

ASDWA recommends that regulatory requirements for water quality parameter (WQPs)
monitoring be strengthened, based on the latest science on corrosion control and improved
guidance for setting WQPs. ASDWA recommends increasing the number and frequency of
WQP monitoring to better manage CCT. Adequate numbers of WQP samples, routinely
collected at representative sites in the distribution system, provide an ongoing means of
assuring that water systems maintain CCT. Sampling for WQPs at RTCR and DBP sites may
be used to help manage the potential PWS burden for an increase in WQP monitoring. In
addition, an expanded suite of WQPs may be monitored for a time to support the water
quality assessment proposed in the “bins” approach. To support this recommendation for
enhanced WQP monitoring, EPA should include adequate WQP tracking capabilities in the
new SDWIS Prime data system currently under development.

In finalizing the LT-LCR, ASDWA recommends that EPA carefully consider the most
appropriate method to address CCT in non-transient non-community systems (NTNCs). In
NTNCs, the water is delivered through premise plumbing rather than a more traditional
community water system distribution system. If a different approach to corrosion control is
needed for these systems, then the rule should allow flexibility for NTNCs to take a different
approach. A new rule also needs to consider the changes in water quality that can take place
in consecutive systems. Long residence times can change water quality for pH, corrosion
inhibitors and other parameters that can impact water corrosion. This is another area where
EPA can share their corrosion control expertise and develop the appropriate guidance.
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Wastewater issues resulting from phosphate addition are a serious concern that must be
considered in the LT-LCR, especially if phosphate addition is proposed to be the default CCT. In
any CCT approach, simultaneous compliance with all regulations must be appropriately
considered. Treatment changes for one rule can easily impact compliance with other rules. As
previously discussed, the Washington, DC crisis in the early 2000’s is probably the most obvious
example, noting that the crisis resulted from a treatment change to comply with Disinfection By-
Product (DBP) regulations. It’s easy to overlook the impact on the wastewater discharges when
considering simultaneous compliance, but when phosphate addition is the corrosion control
choice, the impact on wastewater must be examined. Increasingly restrictive wastewater effluent
limits for phosphates are being put in place to control nutrients in streams and lakes. The
phosphate contribution from drinking water, even if small, could cause the wastewater system to
exceed its discharge limits and require installation of expensive nutrient removal treatment. The
regulatory frameworks of both the Clean Water Act (CWA) and the SDWA must be integrated
into the final LT-LCR. These wastewater impacts must be considered when water systems are
evaluating CCT, when states are reviewing CCT proposals, and EPA needs to include those
considerations in guidance for the LT-LCR. Failure to make a realistic assessment for CWA
implications for mandated addition of phosphate-based corrosion inhibitors in the LT-LCR
would be a mistake.

One of the opportunities and challenges EPA requested comment on is a potential default
CCT. There could be some advantages with a default CCT in terms of reduced time for
system planning and state review. If EPA can develop a science-based default treatment that
can be easily applied to many water systems, then states could support this option. However,
the preceding discussion shows how a default, at least one using phosphate addition, has
challenges. Even though a default eases the process of selecting corrosion control, the
treatment process must still be properly operated and maintained and WQPs set at
appropriate levels. EPA should suggest, but not mandate, a default treatment and leave it to
states to determine where it might be used.

Another question posed by EPA is related to plumbed-in point-of-use (POU) devices. These
devices could be employed to reduce lead exposure in situations where LSLs are in place. These
devices can reduce lead in the taps where they are installed. ASDWA recognizes this value and
there can be situations where plumbed-in POU devices could be used, especially if that is the
customer’s choice. POU devices should be included in any public education material as an
option for customers to reduce lead exposure. However, it should not be mandated by the LCR.
It’s too complicated for water systems, at least if existing POU guidance is followed, to manage
POU devices. POU devices may be feasible for very small systems, but not universally. In fact,
some states do not allow use of these devices for compliance. POU devices should only be
considered in very limited circumstances, if at all, and should not be mandated but left to state
discretion.

Corrosion control, taken in concert with other lead reduction approaches, will be a significant
tool in the LT-LCR. There are opportunities to make improvements to the current rule by

placing more emphasis on WQPs and using a binning process to help determine when CCT and
other corrective measures are appropriate. It also ofters another opportunity for EPA to provide
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improved guidance to assist systems and states to maximize the effectiveness of CCT. One size
doesn’t fit all water systems, and states will need guidance from EPA on selecting and
implementing the correct approach.

Transparency and Public Education

The 1991 LCR provides a good starting point for public outreach and education. The Water
Infrastructure Improvements for the Nation (WIIN) Act enhances the transparency of lead results
and lead action levels. ASDWA recommends building on these existing regulatory requirements.
Water systems should continue the existing consumer notifications, Consumer Confidence
Report (CCR) messages, and PE distributions and continue to certify to the state what they have
done. The revised rule should tighten the timelines rather than making wholesale changes in this
part of the existing LCR requirements. Whenever possible, using a consistent timeframe for
response would also help simplify the rule and make it easier for water systems to comply. A
more uniform process will also make it easier for the states to track compliance and ease their
burden as well. For the LT-LCR, EPA should develop the model language, formats, and forms
that can be used nationally.

Finding customers in high-risk homes who are willing to volunteer for lead sampling is a
constant challenge. Since ASDW A recommends keeping most of the existing tap sampling
regime, this challenge will continue. Public information materials must inform customers about
lead and encourage them to become part of the sampling pool and continue to participate, even if
their own data on lead levels are fine.

The use of flushing, pitcher filters, POU devices, and other measures to reduce personal risk
should be included in any informational material for the public. EPA should develop these
materials based on the latest scientific studies on the effectiveness of each tool. As part of the bin
approach, ASDWA is recommending more targeted outreach to those with lead service lines.
This group is at a higher risk and should be taking more action to reduce that risk. This includes
more specific recommendations for flushing, filters or other means to reduce short term lead
exposure and proactive lead service line replacement to reduce long term risk.

Any educational materials developed for the public, and especially for homeowners, must
emphasize the shared responsibility between the homeowner and the public water system, and
describe what the expectations are for each party. The materials must specifically outline steps
customers can take to reduce their own lead risk, especially the unique situation of customers
with lead service lines — specific actions that the customers can take must be clear. In addition,
because sampling high-risk sites may concentrate monitoring in certain parts of the community,
any public information should explain why locations are chosen and how those in other sections
of town can also determine their lead exposure.

Another important group that should be included in this outreach is the plumbing industry.
Plumbers are often the first party homeowners will contact with questions about lead. Plumbers
may be asked to check for lead service lines and other lead in the home. Obviously, plumbers
will be involved in lead service line replacement. EPA needs to reach out to national plumbing
groups and develop information and training material about lead that can be shared nationally
and locally. Public education material also needs to include information to help customers talk to
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their plumber about managing lead in their home.

Completely resolving the problem of lead in drinking water is a long-term process that will likely
take many years to complete. It is imperative that EPA develop curriculum and other educational
materials for schools at all grade levels. Getting students involved at an early age will prepare
them for their own response as adults but also can influence their parents to take more aggressive
action now to reduce exposure to lead. Also, on the education side, schools and child care
facilities need special attention. The facility or maintenance managers responsible for lead
control may not be very familiar with lead issues and must be educated and re-educated on how
to manage these risks. The existing 3-Ts guidance is a good start but EPA needs to examine what
more may be needed to reach this audience.

Much of the information provided about lead is targeted in some way — individual home sample
results; lead service line owners; schools; child care facilities; and local health agencies.
However, EPA also needs to develop public service announcements and other broadly
distributed material to be a constant reminder of the hazards of lead in water and what citizens
can do to be better informed and reduce their risk.

The burden associated with tracking the 24-hour notice required by WIIN Act can be significant
for states. This is an area where EPA needs to provide practical guidance on how to interpret the
requirement. It should also allow states some flexibility in managing the process when conditions
create delays that are beyond the control of the public water system.

Making tap sample results available to consumers beyond the individual homeowner is an
important part of transparency. Water systems need to make good faith efforts to reach renters
with individual lead results. In a broader context, the public needs to know about 90" percentile
levels and the range of lead results being found in the community. Posting data on the internet is
a much more available option now than it when the original rule was developed. Many more
water systems have publicly accessible websites where these data could be shared. Many states
also have public facing websites where sample results from public water systems are displayed.
If the state choses to share lead results on their website, this state posting should be allowed to
cover water systems that have a public posting requirement or option.

Tap Sampling

Tap sampling is one approach under the 1991 LCR to verify that CCT is effective in controlling
lead releases in the drinking water. ASDWA supports the continuation of tap sampling for that
purpose under the revised rule. ASDWA recommends that the site selection criteria remain the
same for the new rule. Our bin approach is based on continued use of high-risk sites and our
recommendations for an improved materials inventory support identifying the Tier 1 sites. It is
important to note that evaluating lead exposure should not be confused with CCT evaluation and
should have its own monitoring framework outside the LT-LCR.

ASDWA believes that every customer should know the lead levels in their own drinking water
and encourages voluntary lead testing of homes by customers and water systems. However,
ASDWA also believes that using only customer requested samples for compliance has the
potential to dilute the sampling pool and would not provide as useful information about the
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performance of CCT as using the existing high-risk selection criteria. Much valuable information
about the effectiveness of corrosion control can be gained by review of trends in historical
sample results, especially when the same sites are sampled repeatedly. Sampling conducted
outside the monitoring plan may be used effectively for other purposes, but not to determine the
90 percentile and rule compliance.

ASDWA also believes that the existing sampling protocol of first draw samples (after stagnation)
is the best single approach to sampling and will provide the most consistent results for
compliance purposes. Sequential sampling and other approaches may be useful to determine the
location or influence of lead service lines and leaded materials, or for other special studies, but
not as the compliance approach.

As noted earlier, the selection of the sample sites is critical, and states expect to closely monitor
both the materials inventory and the LT-LCR monitoring plan. ASDWA recommends using sites
with lead service lines first, and going to other tier 1 sites, only when no more LSL sites are
available. To assure continuing sampling at high-risk sites, systems should identify additional
sites above the number required for initial monitoring. This makes it easier to move to another
site when a homeowner drops out of the sampling pool. Close monitoring of this process will
take a significant increase in resources compared to what has been invested under the current
rule. These costs are reflected in our CoSTS model.

Systems should not be able to test multiple times at a low-lead sampling location at the end of
monitoring period to lower their 90 percentile. Sampling multiple times at the same location in
the same compliance period goes against the goals of both the existing LCR and the LT-LCR.

ASDWA supports the NDWAC recommendation to establish a household action level. A
household action level can help states, water systems, local health agencies, and individual
customers determine how significant the lead risk is and how quickly they must respond. It will
also help determine what follow-up action is appropriate and when that action should be taken.
ASDWA recognizes that EPA is taking a deliberate approach to developing this number and
using the best available science. ASDWA supports this process and encourages EPA to complete
its evaluation as soon as possible so the proposed LT-LCR can request comment on a possible
household action level value. If this level is exceeded, it should be the water system’s
responsibility to inform the local health department. Responses to the household action level
should be handled at the local level as much as possible. The process will be much faster, and the
action better coordinated at the local level. However, states should be informed when the level is
exceeded, and advised by the water system of the follow up actions they have taken. This can be
done after the fact, to avoid slowing down the response. The ultimate response to any household
action level exceedance is a determination by the local health department, where they can do
more specific testing and gather additional data. State drinking water programs do not need to be
involved in these actions unless requested by the local agency.

The “Find and Fix” approach should be better defined. It could be used to identify issues with
a sampling location or reveal CCT issues affecting a portion (or all) of the distribution system.

Using the “find and fix” approach to evaluate overall CCT throughout the distribution system
may be a better use of the process under the LT-LCR. A similar approach could be used for
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identifying specific monitoring problems or for supporting the household action level response
by the local health agencies, but these would be secondary uses of the tool and may not fit as
well in the LT-LCR.

The LT-LCR is not the appropriate vehicle, and public water systems are not the appropriate
parties, for accomplishing school/day care center monitoring or a specific response by a
school/day care center to high lead levels. This monitoring should be part of a separate program
run by education and health agencies. EPA can play a significant role by bringing appropriate
agencies together at the federal level and by continuing to provide educational material like the
3-Ts. EPA should also help identify funding for school testing and response. If there is not
enough funding to correct problems, schools will be unable to respond to lead issues and may be
reluctant to conducting testing at all.

Copper

Copper corrosion is fundamentally different than lead corrosion. Therefore, a high-risk sampling
location for lead versus copper is different. Copper monitoring should be decoupled from lead.
ASDWA recommends that systems that have corrosive water (as detailed below) identify
separate copper compliance monitoring locations. ASDWA’s CoSTS assumes that the number of
copper compliance monitoring locations will be ¥ of the required number of lead sampling
locations. Simply doubling the number of sample sites is too great of a financial burden for both
water systems and states. There is already a greater understanding of copper compared to lead.
Therefore, fewer compliance sampling sites is acceptable.

The drinking water community already knows the differences between high-risk sample sites for
copper versus lead. The LT-LCR should contain a waiver provision for water systems’ tap
sampling where sites with new copper aren’t available as many small water systems don’t have
ongoing new construction. How would systems with no new construction comply with copper
sampling requirements? The LT-LCR needs to recognize the lack of new construction, and EPA
needs to provide guidance on selecting copper sampling sites.

ASDWA recommends that the LT-LCR use a binning for copper based on pH and alkalinity for
aggressive water, per Figure 1 in the Roth, et al, paper (Jour. AW A, 108:4:56, Apri 2016).
ASDWA’s CoSTS assumes that 50% of waters will be classified as non-corrosive using this
binning approach. Water quality parameter (WQP) monitoring will be required to determine and
maintain bin classifications.

Public education materials, as well as other regulatory requirements, will need to be revised in
the LT-LCR to reflect the decoupling of lead and copper monitoring. This decoupling is
necessary to reflect the fundamental technical differences between copper corrosion and lead
corrosion.

Summary
ASDWA has provided detailed comments on the questions in the five categories presented at the

Jamuary 8 Federalism Consultation Meeting, as well as providing an overall regulatory
framework using “bins” that uses a progressively more stringent regulatory framework based on
increasing levels of the 90 percentile of lead samples for 1-liter first draw tap samples. But
much more work is needed, as there are many issues that warrant additional discussions. These
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comments should be the starting point for additional dialogue between ASDWA’s members (as
co-regulators) and EPA. ASDWA anticipates additional discussions on the LCR Long-Term
Revisions between March 8" and the publication of the proposed rule on the development of
guidance for the proposed water quality assessment, and for the broader outreach effort, in the
“bins” regulatory framework, as well as other issues that are key to the successful development
and implementation of the LCR Long-Term Revisions.
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Costs of States’ Transactions Study (CoSTS)
For Potential Lead and Copper Rule (LCR) Long-Term Revisions
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Costs of States’ Transaction Study (CoSTS)
For Potential Long-Term Revisions to the Lead and Copper Rule (LT-LCR)

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is in the process of evaluating several options for
potential Long-Term Revisions to the Lead and Copper Rule (LT-LCR). EPA initially presented
several options at a Federalism Consultation briefing on January 8, 2018 and requested
comments by March 8, 2018. The Association of State Drinking Water Administrators
(ASDWA) conducted this Costs of States’ Transactions Study (CoSTS) as part of its comment
development process for these regulatory options. The detailed spreadsheets included in this
study calculate the estimated hours by the category of regulatory option presented at the January
8™ meeting.

Any LT-LCR option that’s selected by EPA will lead to increased workloads for the states —
from tracking what is submitted to reviewing to ensure that it’s correct to helping systems revise
incorrect submissions to training and technical assistance to compliance and enforcement.
Additionally, any new drinking water regulation has a “start-up” phase for the first few years that
includes developing and adopting the state-level regulation that is at least as stringent as the
federal regulation, revising the data management system and associated operating procedures,
providing training and technical assistance to the water systems, and providing training to state
staff on the requirements of the regulation.

The four most recent drinking water regulations have more treatment technique based regulatory
frameworks than in the past. These newer regulations have been more complex for states to
implement versus the traditional numerical Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) in the older
regulations:

e Stage 2 Disinfection By-Products Rule (DBPR) and Long-Term 2 Enhanced Surface

Water Treatment Rule (LT2ZESWTR)
e Groundwater Rule (GWR); and
e Revised Total Coliform Rule (RTCR).

Each of these regulations requires states to investigate and/or review an investigation or
assessment by a water system or consultant. The RTCR is probably the most comparable
regulation to the options being considered for the LT-LCR due to its regulatory framework that
has the water system or state personnel, or qualified assessor analyze the water system to
determine what created the problem. The RTCR workload for the states is significant due to the
complexities of the regulation and the need to conduct/review distribution system assessments.
8,306 Level 1 and Level 2 assessments were estimated to be conducted in 2015 (the first year of
these corrective actions) by EPA’s contractor (Cadmus), in cooperation with state
representatives, for 49 states (Wyoming doesn’t have primacy). The combined national RTCR
workload for 49 states was estimated by Cadmus to be 784,218 hours for 2018 — this estimate
includes these assessments but also includes several other RTCR implementation activities.
These RTCR hours can be used to validate our estimates for the LT-LCR.

The total estimated increased workload for the states for the LT-LCR ranges from 3.6 million
hours to 4.9 million hours for the first five years of the final revised LCR, depending on the

Corrosion Control Treatment (CCT) option selected as detailed in the table below (the range of
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CCT options is shown as Low (L) and High (H) Hours). These estimated hours need to be
converted to an annual basis to better facilitate a comparison with EPA’s economic analysis,
which leads to a range from 728,172 to 972,152 hours annually (note that this range brackets the
RTCR hours for 2018 previously discussed). Assuming a loaded (direct and indirect costs)
hourly rate of $100 per hour for a state engineer, this translates to additional burden of $73
million to $97 million annually to states for the LT-LCR. Given the states’ ongoing challenges in
meeting EPA’s requirements for the existing drinking water regulations, this is a significant
increase. This potential increase exacerbates the gradual erosion of federal funding from the
Public Water System Supervision (PWSS) program from $105 million in FY 10 to $102 million
annually for the past four fiscal years (FY 14 to FY 17). This flat funding also doesn’t take
inflation into account.

Summary of Estimated Hours for Potential Options for the LT-LCR

Category Hours(L) Hours(H)
Regulatory Start-Up 582,100 582,100
Lead Service Line Replacement (LSLR) 813,114 813,114
Corrosion Control Treatment (CCT) 10,430 1,230,328
Public Education & Transparency 555,102 555,102
Tap Sampling 1,479,457 1,479,457
Copper 581,487 581,487
Total from LCR Long-Term Revisions 4,021,690 5,241,588
Current LCR Hours (2018) 380,830 380,830
Increased Workload from LCR Revisions 3,640,860 4,860,758

A similar set of activities by state staff was used to develop the detailed estimate of hours for
each of the above categories. The activities are:
e Tracking — any inventory or plan developed by a water system or their consultant would
have to be tracked in the state’s data management systems;
e Reviewing the inventories and plans;
e Following-up with those systems whose submission isn’t quite correct;
e Reporting the results of each of the regulatory activities in each category to the state’s
data management system, and ultimately, to EPA;
e Violations for a certain percentage that either can’t quite get their submissions correct or
miss the submission deadlines;
o Returning those systems to compliance through a combination of training,
technical assistance, compliance and enforcement; and
e Some periodic re-evaluation of the inventories and/or plans based on changing
circumstances.

The above set of activities were repeated in the spreadsheets for the five categories, plus an
additional category for “Regulatory Start-Up”, that were presented at EPA’s January 8"
Federalism Consultation Meeting. The percentages for the different water system sizes, as well
as the hours for each activity, were adjusted depending on the relative complexity of the specific
regulatory requirements in each category.
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The percentages and the hours for each activity in each category were developed by ASDWA
staff (in consultation with some state staff) and then vetted with the ASDWA Board of Directors
in February 2018. For example, the estimated hours per review for tap sampling plans compare
to EPA’s contractor (Cadmus) estimates for reviews of RTCR sampling plans. Estimates were
also compared to the model developed for ASDWA’s 2013 state drinking water resource needs

report.

Some of ASDWA’s members have taken actions such as reviewing materials and lead service
line (LSL) inventories, corrosion control treatment (CCT) and water quality parameter (WQP)
Beauvaig’ letters to governors and state environment and public health commissioners. However,
these actions are strictly voluntary for the states that can take such actions. Many states have
constitutional amendments or state-level policies such that their regulations must exactly match
the federal regulations and are no more stringent than the federal regulations.

Given this restriction for many states, EPA should use the baseline hours and costs from the
1991 LCR and not consider any post-Flint actions by states. The current LCR hours in 2018,
shown in italics in the above table, came from ASDWA'’s 2013 state drinking water resource
needs report. This report estimated the hours for each regulation for 2012-2021, so this report
provides us with an accurate estimate of the current LCR hours in 2018 based on the 1991 LCR.
These baseline hours should be used as the starting point for the economic impact analysis for
the LT-LCR.

The estimated number of hours above doesn’t consider every potential regulatory component of
the final LT-LCR. For example, additional hours needed by states to determine the initial “bin”
placement from ASDWA’s suggested “bins” regulatory option, or any progression down in
“bins” based on a lower 90 percentile, were not included in the above estimate. Reviewing the
data from water systems for an initial “bin” assignment, and then reviewing them on an ongoing
basis, could be a sizeable number of hours that would likely increase the states’ costs for the LT-
LCR above the Public Water System Supervision (PWSS) program funding of $102 million
annually for the past four fiscal years (FY 14 to FY 17). If EPA is interested in continuing
additional discussions with ASDWA on the “bin” regulatory option, then ASDWA would
consider developing an estimate of those additional hours at some point in the future.

Obviously, the final estimated hours for the LT-LCR will depend on many factors, such as the
regulatory option ultimately selected as well as how the compliance deadlines might be
staggered during the regulatory start-up period. However, as previously discussed, any LT-LCR
option that’s ultimately selected by EPA will almost certainly lead to an increased workload for
the states — it’s just a question of how big the increase will be.

Funding options for states are limited, as funding for the states’ ability to fulfill their mission of
overseeing safe drinking water comes from four sources. Two primary sources are from EPA’s
Public Water System Supervision Program (PWSS) and the set-asides from EPA’s Drinking
Water State Revolving Loan Fund (DWSRF). The DWSRF funding has been essentially been
flat for the past decade, so that inflation has resulted in a significant funding decline from the
DWSREF set-asides over the past decade. Some states have been able to compensate by raising
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the dollars received from the DWSRF, but others already take the maximum percentage and
must reduce expenditures. PWSS funding has gradually eroded for the past decade between
inflation and a slight decline from $105 million in FY 10 to $102 million annually for the past
four fiscal years (FY 14 to FY 17). The other two funding sources vary considerably from state
to state and include funding from the state’s general fund and fees from water systems for plan
review, inspections, etc.

State drinking water programs have been chronically underfunded, on top of this gradual erosion
of the DWSREF set-asides and the PWSS funding. ASDWA’s 2013 state drinking water resource
needs report estimated the funding gap of $240 million for a minimum base program, and $308
million for a comprehensive program that includes additional activities undertaken by states to
achieve the public health protection vision and goals established by the SDWA. This report was
a collaboration between EPA and ASDWA, using EPA’s contractor (Cadmus) to collect the data
(that was then validated by the states) and then generate the report. In an ideal world, funding for
the PWSS program would be double what it is today (not including the final LT-LCR). This
doubling of funding would need to be ramped up over a period of five to ten years to allow states
and water systems to increase capacity for the appropriate activities that achieve the public health
goals envisioned by the SDWA.

ASDWA estimates that the costs of states’ staff time for the LT-LCR would be in the range of
72%-95% of the current PWSS funding. Given the uncertainties surrounding what the final LT-
LCR will look like, this percentage could easily reach 100% of the current PWSS funding. Given
the likely increased workload and the additional hours for state staff from the LT-LCR, states
could be facing tough choices for their drinking water program — what NOT to do given these
new regulatory mandates. ASDWA supports moving forward with the LT-LCR to update and
modernize the 1991 LCR but additional funding should be part of the final LT-LCR. Otherwise,
the final LT-LCR will be an unfunded mandate for states.
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Summary of Estimated Hours for Options for Potential Long-Term Revisions to the Lead and Copper Rule (LT-LCR)
Costs of States Transactions Survey (CoSTS)

Association of State Drinking Water Administrators (ASDWA)

3/8/18 Version

The below is based on the five categories of options from EPA's Federal Consultation brefing on 1/8/18, plus an additional category for regulatory start-up

The total hours are estimated for the first five years of the LT-LCR

Five years is assumed to be an appropriate timeframe for the first cycle of states and systems adopting and complying with the LT-LCR

The total hours don't include any estimates from the "bins" regulatory framework that are part of ASDWA's written comments

Estimated hours for Corrosion Control Treatment {CCT) are shown as a range {low-high), given the number of potential CCT options

Regulatory Start-Up

Lead Service Line Replacment {LSLR}

Corrosion Control Treatment (CCT)

Public Education & Transparency

Tap Sampling

Copper

Totals

Current LCR Hours (2018}
76,166 times 5 Years

Increased Hours from the LT-LCR

(Total from first five years)
Annual Increased Hours

(Each year for the first five years)

582,100
813,114
Low
10,430
555,102
1,479,457

581,487

4,021,650

380,830

3,640,860

728,172

High
1,230,328

5,241,588

380,830

4,860,758

972,152
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Regulatory Start-Up Model Inputs
Model Outputs
Hours for each activity rounded up from Revised Total Coliform Rule (RCTR)

Adoption of Long-Term Revisions to Lead and Copper Rule (LT-LCR)
States Hours Ea. Total Hours
49 3,200 156800

Modify State Data Management System
Unclear how SDWIS Prime might accommodate LT-LCR and what state changes might be needed
States Hours Ea. Total Hours
49 3,700 181,300

System Training and Technical Assistance
States Hours Ea. Total Hours
49 4,000 196000

State Staff Training
Assume three categories for training for state staff to properly trained on all components of LT-LCR
Lead service line inventories & replacement, corrosion control treatment, public education, sampling & simultaneous compliance
Hours Ea. Total Hours

Large 9 2,000 18,000
Medium 20 1,000 20,000
Small 20 500 10,000
Not Wyoming or DC Total 49 48,000

This total for state staff training is in the same range as what was estimated for the Revised Total Coliform Rule (RTCR)

Total Regulatory Start-Up 582.100
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Lead Service Line Replacement (LSLR)

Large systems >50,000
Medium 3,301-50,000
Small 25-3,300

Total number of systems

# of systems
943
8,296

70 657
79,896

Systems with LSLs
700
5.000
5,500

Model inputs
Model Outputs

Systems without LSLs

Complex LSL Inventories & LSLR Plans 243
Moderate LSL Inventories & LSLR Plans 3,296
Simpler LSL Inventories & LSLR Plans 65,157

68,696

11,200 Total number of systems with LSLs

Initial tracking, review and follow-up for LSL inventories - complexity of inventories based on system size and whether system has LSLs or not
Assume all systems have to conduct an inventory to determine if they have LSLs or not
Assume review of systems with LSLs will take more time than systems that don't have LSLs

Assume 30% of LSLR inventories would need to be re-evaluated periodically
Systems would find more LSLs than in original inventory or find a few LSLs in the system that were unknown initially

Large Systems with LSLs
Tracking

# of systems

Review

Follow-up
15%
Reporting

Violations
2%
Return to
Compliance
Periodic LSL
Inv. Re-eval.
30%

700

700

105

700

14

14

210

Large Systems without LSLs

Tracking
# of systems
Review

Follow-up
10%
Reporting

Violations

2%
Return to
Compliance

243

243

24

243

2

16

0.5

8

Hours Ea. Total Hours

1,400

11,200

420

350

56

56

1,680
15 1bs

Hours Ea. Total Hours

486

972

97

122

19

19

Medium Sys. with LSLs

Tracking
# of systems 5,000
Review
5,000
Follow-up
25% 1,250
Reporting
5,000
Violations
20% 1,000
Return to
Compliance 1,000
Periodic LSLR
Plan Re-eval. 1,500
30%

Medium Sys. without LSLs

Tracking
# of systems 3,296
Review
3296
Follow-up
10% 330
Reporting
3,296
Violations
10% 330
Return to
Compliance 330

Hours Ea. Total Hours

2 10,000
8 40,000

4 5000

05 2500

4 4000

4 4000

6 9,000

Subtotal 74500
15,162

Total 89,662

Hours Ea. Total Hours

2 6592
3  gpgss
4 1318
05 1848
4 1318
4 1318

Small Sys. with LSLs
Tracking

# of systems 5,500
Review

5.500
Follow-up
40% 2,200
Reporting
5500
Violations
33% 1815
Return to
Compliance 1,815
Periodic LSLR
Plan Re-eval. 1,650
30%

Small Sys. without LSLs

Tracking
# of systems 65,157
Review
65157
Follow-up
20% 13,031
Reporting
65,157
Violations
20% 13,031
Return to
Compliance 13,031

Total no. of systems
without LSLs

Hours Ea. Total Hours

2 11,000
4. 22000

4 8800

05 2,750

4 7,260

4 7760

3 4.950

Subtotal 64,020
74,500

15,162

Total 153,687

Hours Ea. Total Hours

2 130314
7 130,314
4 5217
05 32,579
4 52176
4 5217
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Total 1.716

30%

Subtotal 22,083
1,716
Total 23.799

Assume 30% of LSLR plans would need to be re-evaluated periodically {same as for inventories)
Systems would find more LSLs than in original inventory or find a few LSLs in the system that were unknown initially

Assume 5% of systems initially without LSLs find a few LSLs in the system that were unknown but found via main breaks, etc.

Large Systems

Tracking
# of systems 712
Review
712
Follow-up
10% 71
Reporting
712
Violations
2% 14
Return to
Compliance 14
Periodic LSLR
Plan Re-eval. 214
30%

Hours Ea. Total Hours

2 1474

16¢ 11,394

4 285

0.5 356

4 57

4 57

8 1,709

Total 15,283

Medium Systems
Tracking

# of systems
Review

Follow-up
10%
Reporting

Violations
20%
Return to
Compliance
Periodic LSLR
Plan Re-eval.
30%

Initial tracking, review and folloup for pitcher filter distribution plans

Systems with LSLs

Tracking
# of systems 11,200
Review
11,200
Follow-up
10% 1,120
Reporting
11.200
Violations
2% 224
Return to
Compliance 224

Total Lead Service Line Replacement

11200
Hours Ea. Total Hours

2 32400

2 22400

1 1120

05 5800

1 224

1 224

Total 51,968
g1911a

5,165

5,165

516

5,165

1.033

1,033

1549

Hours Ea. Total Hours

2 710,330

8 41318

4 2,066

05 258

4 4132

4 4,132

6 9,297

Subtotal 73,857
15,283

Total 849.139

Small Systems
Tracking

# of systems
Review

Follow-up
25%
Reporting

Violations
33%
Return to
Compliance
Periodic LSLR
Plan Re-eval.
30%

8,758

8.758

2,189

8,758

2,890

2,890

2627

Subtotal 445,583
22,083

1,716

Total 473,389

Additonal LSL systems (5%)

Large 12
Medium 165
Small 3,258

Hours Ea. Total Hours

2 17516

4 35031

4 8758

05 4378

4 11,560

4 11,560

3 7832

Subtotal 95,687
73,857

15,283

Total 185,806
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Corrosion Control Treatment

# of systems

Model inputs
Model Outputs

Large systems 50,000 943 Complex CCT
Medium 3,301-50,000 8,296 Moderate CCT
Small 25-3,300 70,657 Simple CCT

Total number of systems 79,896

Initial tracking, review and follow-up based on different regulatory triggers

Assume 10% of CCT plans would need to be re-evaluated periodically

# of systems

Option 1 >50,000 943
Option2  >10,000 8296
Option 3 >3,300 70,657
Option 4 w LSLs 11,200
Option 1 Hours Ea.  Total Hours Option 2 Hours Ea. Total Hours Option 3 Hours Ea. Total Hours Option 4 Hours Ea. Total Hours
Tracking Tracking Tracking Tracking
# of systems 943 2 1,886 # of systems 8296 216592 # of systems 70,657 2 141,314 # of systems 11:200 222400
Review Review Review Review
943 40 37,720 8296 16132736 70,657 4 282,628 11,200 16:179,200
Follow-up Follow-up Follow-up Follow-up
5% 236 4 943 25% 2,074 4 8,296 50% 35;339 4 141,314 25% 2,800 411,200
Reporting Reporting Reporting Reporting
943 0.5 472 8,296 0.5 4,148 70,657 0.5 35,329 11,200 0.5 5,600
Violations Violations Violations Violations
2% 19 4 75 20% 1,659 4 6,637 33% 23;317 4 93267 20% 2,240 4 8,960
Return to Return to Return to Return to
Compliance 19 4 75 Compliance 1,659 4 6,637 Compliance 23,317 4 93,267 Compliance 2,240 4 8,960
Periodic CCT Periodic CCT Periodic CCT Periodic CCT
Re-eval. 94 40 3772 Re-eval. 830 1613274 Re-eval. 7,066 4 28,263 Re-eval. 1,120 1617920
10% Total 44,043 10% Subtotal 188319 10% Subtotal 815,382 10% Total 54940
44,943 188,319
Total 233983 44,943
Total 1048 640
in-line POU Option for Systems with LSLs
Tracking
# of systems 11,200 2 22,400
Review
11.200 6 67,200
Follow-up
25% 2;800 4 11,200
Reporting
11;200 0.5 5,600
Violations
20% 2240 4 8960
Return to
Compliance 2.240 4 8.960
Total 115380

Default CCT Option

Assume no state review of default CCT - only review of system-demonstrated equivalence

Assume same system size triggers as above, with an assumed percentage (20%) using system-demonstrated equivalence
Assume 10% of CCT plans would need to be re-evaluated periodically
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Option 1
Tracking
# of systems
Review
20%
Follow-up
25%
Reporting

Violations
2%
Return to
Compliance
Periodic CCT
Re-eval.
10%

Hours Ea.

943 2
189 20
47 8
943 0.5
19 4
19 4
24 40
Total

Total Hours

1,886

3,172

377

472

75

75

3;772
10430

Option 2
Tracking
# of systems
Review
20%
Follow-up
25%
Reporting

Violations
20%
Return to
Compliance
Periodic CCT
Re-eval.
10%

Hours Ea. Total Hours

8.296 2
1,658 8
415 4
8.296 0.5
1,658 4
1659 4
830 16
Subtotal
Total

Find-and-fix Option, with an assumed % of systems to find and fix exceedances of AL

All systems

Tracking
# of systems
Review

Follow-up
25%
Reporting

Violations
2%

Return to

Compliance

# of system:
79,896

Hours Ea.
23,969 2
23,969 4
5,092 4
23,969 0:5
479 4
479 4

Total

Total Corrosion Control Treatment

Option 1
Option 2
Option 3
Option 4

In-Line POU

Standard  Default
48943 10,430
233,263 66013
1048644 528 110
254,240

115,360

% to fix # of systems required for find and fix

30%

Total Hours

47,938

95,875

23,969

11,984

1918

1,918
181,684

Find-and-Fix Std. & FF

184 b
181884

23,969

Default & FF
226,827 192,113
414,048 247,695

Iglbeq 1230878 708,783

181 6aa

435994

16,592
13274
1659
4148
6,637
6,637
13274
55,583

10,430
66,013

Option 3
Tracking
# of systems
Review
20%
Follow-up
50%
Reporting

Violations
33%
Return to
Compliance
Periodic CCT
Re-eval.
10%

70,657

14,131

7,066

70,657

23217

23317

7,066

Hours Ea. Total Hours

2 141,314

4 56,526

) 14131

0.5 35;329

4 93,267

4 93,967

4 28,263
Subtotal 4622097
55,583

10,430

Total 528,110
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Public Education and Transparency

Large systems >50,000
Medium 3,301-50,000

Small 25-3,300

Total number of systems

# of systems
943

8,296

70,657
79,896

Initial tracking, review and follow-up on water systems' public education and transparency plans
Assume systems with lead service lines {11,200} will have ongoing outreach with emphsis on homeowners with LSLs

Assume systems will provide notification to customers within 24 hours of exceedance of lead action level

Assume a small percentage of systems {20%) won't complete notifications and states will have to notify
Assume systems will make information accessible to customers on results of all tap samples and WQP sampling

Large Systems
Tracking

# of systen
Review

Follow-up
10%
Reporting

Violations
2%
Return to
Complianc
Periodic Plan
Re-eval.
10%

Hours Ea. Total Hours

943

943

94

943

18

18

94
Total

WIIN Notifications

2

4

0.5

40

1,886

3,772

377

472

75

75

3,772
10,430

Medium Systems
Tracking

# of systen 8,296
Review
8,296
Follow-up
10% 830
Reporting
8,296
Violations
5% 415
Return to
Complianc 415
Periodic Plan
Re-eval. 830
10%

Hours Ea. Total Hours

2

3

2

0.5

4

4

16
Subtotal

Total

16,592
24,388
1,659
4,148
1,659
1,659
13,274
63,879

10,430
74,309

Small Systems

Tracking
# of systen 70,657
Review
70,657
Follow-up
10% 7,066
Reporting
70,657
Violations
10% 7,066
Return to
Complianc 7.066
Periodic CCT
Re-eval. 7,066
10%

Hours Ea. Total Hours

2 141,314

2 141314

2 14131

05 35329

4 287263

4 28763

4 78763

Subtotal 416876
63,879

10,430

Total 491 185
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Assume states will make 20% of WIIN Notifications 20%

Large Systems Hours Ea. Total Hours Medium Systems Hours Ea. Total Hours Small Systems Hours Ea. Total Hours

Notifications Notifications Notifications

# of systen 189 4 754 # of systen 1,659 4 6,637 #ofsysten 14,131 4 56526
Total 63917

Total for Public Eduction & Transparency 555,102
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Tap Sampling Model Inputs
Model Outputs
# of systems

Large systems >50,000 943 Complex Sampling Plans
Medium 3,301-50,000 8,296 Moderate Sampling Plans
Small 25-3,300 70,657 Simple Sampling Plans
Total number of systems 79,896

Initial tracking, review and follow-up on sampling plans
Assume 10% of sampling plans would need to be re-evaluated periodically

Large Systems Hours Ea. Total Hours Medium Systems Hours Ea. Total Hours Small Systems
Tracking Tracking Tracking
# of systems 943 2 1,886 # of systems 8,296 2 16592 # of systems
Review Review Review
943 16 15,088 8,296 8 66,368
Follow-up Follow-up Follow-up
15% 141 4 566 25% 2,074 4 8,296 40%
Reporting Reporting Reporting
943 0.5 472 8,296 0.5 4,148
Violations Violations Violations
2% 19 4 75 20% 1,659 4 6,637 33%
Return to Return to Return to
Compliance 19 4 75 Compliance 1,659 4 6,637 Compliance
Periodic Plan Periodic Plan Periodic Plan
Re-eval. 830 8 6,637 Re-eval. 830 6 4,978 Re-eval.
10% Total 24,799 10% Subtotal 113,655 10%
24,799
Total 138,454

Notification(s) of household action level exceedance

Initial tracking, review and follow-up on notification plans
Assume 10% of notification plans would need to be re-evaluated periodically

Large Systems Hours Ea. Total Hours Medium Systems Hours Ea. Total Hours Small Systems
Tracking Tracking Tracking

70,657

70,657

28,263

70,657

23,317

23,317

7,066

Hours Ea. Total Hours

2 141,314

4 282,628

4 113,051

05 35,329

4 93,267

4 93,267

3 21,197
Subtotal 780,053
113,655

24,799

Total 918507

Hours Ea. Total Hours
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# of systems
Review

Follow-up
25%
Reporting

Violations
2%
Return to
Compliance
Periodic Plan
Re-eval.
10%

Total Tap Sampling

943 2
943 4
236 2
943 0.5
19 2
19 2
94 2
Total

1479457

1,886

3,772

472

472

38

38

189
6,865

# of systems
Review

Follow-up
25%
Reporting

Violations
20%
Return to
Compliance
Periodic Plan
Re-eval.
10%

8,296

8,296

2,074

8,296

1,659

1,659

830

Subtotal

Total

2

16,592
24,888
4,148
4,148
3,318
3,318
1,659
58,072

6,865
64937

# of systems
Review

Follow-up
50%
Reporting

Violations
33%
Return to
Compliance
Periodic CCT
Re-eval.
10%

70,657

70,657

35,329

70,657

23,317

23,317

7,066

2 141,314

2 141,314

2 70,657

05 35,329

2 46,634

2 46,634

2 14,131
Subtotal 486 012
58,072

6,865

Total 560,949
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Copper

Large systems >50,000
Medium 3,301-50,000

Small 25-3,300

Total number of systems

# of systems Non-Corrosive # of systems to sample for copper

8,296

70,657
79,896

943

50%
50%
50%

472
4,148
35,329

Initial tracking, review and follow-up on copper sampling plans
Assume the number of copper sampling sites would be half of lead sampling sites - state review time half of lead review
Assume 10% of sampling plans would need to be re-evaluated periodically

Large Systems
Tracking

# of systen 472
Review

472

Follow-up
15% 71

Reporting
472

Violations
2% 9

Return to
Complianc 9

Periodic Plan

Re-eval. 47

10%

Hours Ea. Total Hours

2 943

12 5,658

4 283

0.5 236

4 38

4 38

8 377

Total 7,572

Medium Systems

Tracking
# of systems
Review

Follow-up
15%
Reporting

Violations
20%
Return to
Compliance
Periodic Plan
Re-eval.
10%

4,148 2 8,296
4,148 6 24,888
622 4 2,489
4,148 0.5 2,074
830 4 3,318
830 4 3,318
415 6 2,489
Subtotal 46,872

7,572

Total 54,445

Initial tracking, review (simple}, and follow-up for the other half of systems with non-corrosive water

Large Systems
Tracking
# of systen 472
Review

472

Hours Ea. Total Hours

2 943

2 943

Medium Systems

Tracking
# of systems
Review

4,148 2 8,296

4,148 2 829

Hours Ea. Total Hours

Hours Ea. Total Hours

Model Inputs
Model Outputs

Tracking
# of syster
Review

Follow-up
25%
Reporting

Violations

33%
Return to
Complianc

Periodic Plan

Re-eval.
10%

Tracking
# of syster
Review

Small Systems

35,329

35,329

8,832

35,329

11,658

11,658

3,533

Small Systems

35,329

35,329

Subtotal

Hours Ea. Total Hours

2 70657
2 70657
4 35329

05 17,664
4 46,634
4 46,634
3 10,5599

298,173
46,872
7,572
352 617

Hours Ea. Total Hours

2 70,657

2 70,657
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Follow-up
15%
Reporting

Violations
2%
Return to
Complianc
Periodic Plan
Re-eval.
10%

Total for copper

71

472

47

0.5

Total

531487

141

236

19

19

94

2,395

Follow-up
15%
Reporting

Violations
5%
Return to
Compliance
Periodic Plan
Re-eval.
10%

622

4,148

207

207

415

0.

Subtotal

Total

5

2

1,244
2,074
415
415
830
21,570

2,395
23965

Follow-up
25% 8832
Reporting
35,329
Violations
15% 5,299
Return to
Complianc 5,299
Periodic CCT
Re-eval. 3,533
10%

2 17664

0.5 17,664

2 10,599

2 10,599

2 7.066
Subtotal | 204 905
21,570

2,395

Total 228 B70)
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Appendix B
Summary Recommendations from ASDWA Report On

Insufficient Resources to Drinking Water Programs
Threaten Public Health
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These recommendations were developed by the Association of State Drinking Water Administrators
(ASDWA) and the directors of state drinking water programs, as a companion document to the report
entitled Iusufficient Resources for State Drinking Water Programs Threaten Public Health — An Analysis of State
Drinking Water Programs’ Resources and Needs. These recommendations address the 1ssues and concerns
noted in the analysis report, especially the current and widening funding gap faced by state drinking
water programs.

The authors have recognized tor many years a widening gap between available resources and the
resources needed to implement even a minimum base program. The analysis report describes the
expanding role that state drinking water programs play in supporting water systems and ensuring safe
drinking water. It points out that even as resource needs are increasing, the tunding available to support
the state drinking water programs in their mission has stagnated. The analysis report shows that it
tunding continues at current levels, states will not have adequate funding to support their minimum
base programs over the next ten years.

The following are ASDWA’s recommendations to Congress, the United States Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) and states tor helping to address the current and projected shorttalls in
tederal and state resources needed to support state drinking water programs. These recommendations
include ideas for providing additional funding to state drinking water programs as well as policy and
programmatic approaches for making the best use ot available funds. They are consistent with
recommendations ASDWA has made over the past several years in various torums and to various
audiences. The recommendations in each subsection are in priority order.

Recommendations to Congress: Appropriations-Related

fncrease funding for the Public Waoter System Supervision [PW5S) Gront Program.
ASDWA recommends that the size of this grant program should be increased from the current $100.05
million (in fiscal year [FY] 2013) to at least $200 million. Although the PWSS appropriation increased
tollowing the 1996 Sate Drinking Water Act (SDWA) Amendments, it has not grown appreciably since
then to keep pace with increasing state workloads, with the expanding suite of established drinking
water standards or with inflation. The increases of a tew mullion dollars in the past few years, though
welcome, have been counterbalanced by the elimination of the state security grant (as described below).
The PWSS Grant Program is the principal and most important source of funding for states because of
its flexibility in supporting state programs, and because it is a dedicated source ot funding for drinking
water program implementation—unlike the set-asides that are derived from the Drinking Water State
Revolving Fund (DWSRF), tor example, which are in competition to a certain extent with
infrastructure funds. ASDWA further recommends that the formula for PWSS Grant allocations be
reconsidered and revised, as appropriate, so as not to punish states whose inventory has nominally
decreased (but whose workload has not decreased proportionately) as a result of system consolidation.
And—as noted below—when DWSRF funding for state programs via set-asides decreases, an increase
in PWSS Grant funding will be required to ensure the continuity of state programs.

increase funding for the DWERF. Cutrent funding for the DWSRF stands at $853.8 million (in FY
2013). ASDWA believes that $1.3 billion—which is approximately the level appropriated in FY 2010
and the amount requested by the President in FY 2011—is an appropriate funding level. Compelling
arguments have been made—by EPA, the American Water Works Association, the American Society
ot Civil Engineers and others—about the need for greater federal support for infrastructure funding,
given the extent of infrastructure needs for decades to come. Apart from those cogent arguments for
increased DWSRF funding, ASDWA would like to emphasize that states urgently need greater tunding
levels tor the DWSREF so that more funding for state programs can be made available through the set-
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asides. Increased funding for the DWSRF would make more funding available for both infrastructure
and state programs, thereby lessening the pressure for tradeotts between those uses. ASDWA also
believes that it is important to plan for a time when the annual DWSRF appropriation declines
significantly and the tund principally “revolves” without infusion of substantial new approprations. At
such time, the annual appropration tor the PWSS Grant Program (discussed above) should be further
augmented to offset reductions in funding for state programs from DWRSF set-asides.

Heztore the Drinking Water Security Grant Program. ASDWA recommends restoring the
Security Grant Program and increasing its funding to at least $10 million. The original Drinking Water
Security Grant Program, while rather modest (approximately $5 million per year in FY 2002-2010), was
nonetheless instrumental in helping states establish and implement state drinking water security
programs to deal comprehensively with hazards and security threats, including those posed by both
manmade and natural disasters. When the grant was discontinued, many states resorted to using PWSS
Grants or DWSRF set-asides to continue to fund state drinking water security programs. Several states,
due to the cut in federal funding, have etfectively shut down (at least for the present) their drinking
water security programs, and must take a reactive rather than proactive stance to security concerns.
Restoration of this grant would be an important step in helping support the cntical state role in
ensuring drinking water sector security.

Recommendations to Congress: Legislation-Related

Adjust the Motching Reguivements for the 180 Percent bei-Azide. ASDWA recommends that
Congress remove the extra 100 percent matching requirement (which is on top of the 20 percent
overall DWSRF matching requirement) for the state program set-aside. Section 1452(g)(2)(D) of the
SDWA specities that in order to receive the 10 percent set-aside for a variety of state program activities,
a state must match the federal tunds dollar-tor-dollar. This 100 percent match requirement for the set-
aside is in addition to the overall 20 percent match required for the DWSRE as a whole under section
1452(e). For states that cannot meet this 100 percent matching requirement, the set-aside 1s etfectively
unavailable. Furthermore, the cumulative 120 percent matching requirement for the state program set-
aside is inconsistent with other program requirements under the SDWA and the Clean Water Act
(CWA). For example, section 1443(a) of the SDWA tor the PWSS Grant requires a 25 percent state
match. Section 106 of the CWA does not require any monetary match in order to receive state grant
tunds, and the CWA only requires a 20 percent state match for the capitalization grant provided for the
Clean Water SRF. Removal of the additional 100 percent matching requirement from section
1452(g)(2)(D) ot the SDWA would make the requirement consistent with similar obligations elsewhere
in the statute and make these funds more accessible to states for critical state drinking water program
activities.

Increase the 4 Percent Sel-Aside. ASDWA recommends that Congress increase the administrative
set-aside from 4 percent to 6 percent by amending section 1452(g)(2). Over the course of more than 15
years of state experience in administering the DWSRFE, it has become evident that tor many states and
for certain kinds of projects, the 4 percent set-aside provided tor administrative purposes is simply
inadequate. The current requirements for engineering, loan otficer activities, accounting and other
administrative tasks exceed the value of the 4 percent set-aside for complex projects in many states.
Administration of the fund has become increasingly challenging over recent years as the number ot
applicable executive orders, federal regulations and policies associated with the fund have grown. At the
same time, as new drinking water standards are established, state loan officers must consider a wider
range of infrastructure projects in need of funding to meet those standards. ASDWA does not expect
that all states would claim additional needs under the administrative set-aside if the allowable
percentage was increased. Some states tind the currently allowable amount tully sutficient for their
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needs. Others, however, do have administrative needs that exceed the current 4 percent set-aside. In
making this recommendation, ASDWA wishes to emphasize that any increases in this set-aside should
not come at the expense of the other available set-asides. In other words, the total available trom all set-
asides would increase from 31 percent to 33 percent under this recommendation. Indeed, states find
the 2 percent (capacity development) and 10 percent (state programs) set-aside categories to be
particularly vital to administering their programs.

Recommendations to State Legislatures and State Drinking Water Programs

State drinking water programs are inherently preventative and proactive in nature. When they do
their job well, they do not make headlines. They thus tend to become “victims ot their own
success,” typically having a low profile among state-level decision-makers” many competing
priorities. As a foundation for all ot the following recommendations, state drinking water
programs should actively inform and educate state legislatures and state agency decision-makers
about the criticality and value ot the work they do for the weltare of the citizens of their state.

Employ Efficiencies. ASDWA recommends that state drinking water programs use all approptiate
efficiency, streamlining and collaboration measures to make optimum use of existing resources and
leverage resources of other programs. States have explored and adopted an array of innovative practices
in recent years designed to make their programs more efticient and streamlined. Much has been
accomplished in this regard, and there are numerous state best practices that have been shared among
states through conferences, ASDWA and EPA workgroups, and informal networking. ASDWA
recommends that states continue to explore and consider such approaches—and continue to share best
practices with one another.

fncrease Kate Fees or Put New Fee Systems in Place. Wherever feasible and appropriate,
ASDWA recommends that state drinking water programs put in place fee systems (where they do not
currently exist), or raise existing fees, to increase funding. In most cases, state drinking water programs
need state legislative approval for establishing or expanding fee systems. Such approval is especially
difticult in these resource-constrained times. States that have been etfective in this regard have tended
to use a strategy of gaining widespread stakeholder support by transparently describing the nature ot
their resource challenges and explaining what state services are not (or will no longer be) provided
without the increase in fees.

Increase Siote Geperal Funds, ASDWA recommends that, wherever feasible, state legislatures
appropriate, and state agencies direct, more state general funds for use by state drinking water
programs. This recommendation, like that for fee systems, represents a particular challenge for states
during these resource-constrained times and requires the support of both state legislatures and
executive branches. To make the argument tor urgently needed funds to state legislatures, advocates
should articulate the critical public health protection mission of state drinking water programs.

Remove Hiving Cops ond Fregzes, ASDWA recommends that state decision-makers should,
wherever conditions allow, support hiring additional statt for the drinking water program by eliminating
hiring freezes and removing statfing caps. In many states, rather strict statting limits—including hiring
treezes and caps—have been imposed at the state executive, legislative and agency levels. These steps
have been taken in response to downturns in both the national and state economies and diminished or
flat federal and state appropriations. As a result, state drinking water programs often cannot hire statf
to fill vacancies or respond to increased workloads. As a consequence of these policies, state statt who
leave or retire (many of whom are quite senior and experienced) often cannot be replaced. These
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restrictions can diminish morale, as state employees grow more overworked and feel the losses of this
expertise.

Recommendations to States and EPA

Friopity-Setting. ASDWA recommends that states engage their EPA regional office counterpatts on
setting priorities for achieving their public health protection mission within resource constraints.
Increasingly, states have needed to set priorities carefully to tavor those activities most likely to protect
public health and to suspend or delay those activities that do not substantially contribute to that goal.
States should continue to engage in these discussions and examinations, in partnership with the EPA
regional offices, on a regular basis.

DWERF Set-Asides Usage. ASDWA recommends that EPA exercise flexibility in its review of state
workplans for set-aside usage, and develop clarifying guidance and policy as needed in this regard.
Based on state experiences since the inception of the DWSREF, ASDWA believes that there 1s an array
of eligible and worthwhile uses of the set-asides (e.g., use of the 15 percent set-aside for state source
water protection activities). ASDWA wishes to ensure that these various uses are routinely considered
and made available to states by all EPA regions, in consultation with EPA’s Ottice ot Ground Water
and Drinking Water.
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Costs of States’ Transaction Study (CoSTS)
For Potential Long-Term Revisions to the Lead and Copper Rule (LT-LCR)

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is in the process of evaluating several options for
potential Long-Term Revisions to the Lead and Copper Rule (LT-LCR). EPA initially presented
several options at a Federalism Consultation briefing on January 8, 2018 and requested
comments by March 8, 2018. The Association of State Drinking Water Administrators
(ASDWA) conducted this Costs of States’ Transactions Study (CoSTS) as part of its comment
development process for these regulatory options. The detailed spreadsheets included in this
study calculate the estimated hours by the category of regulatory option presented at the January
8™ meeting.

Any LT-LCR option that is ultimately selected by EPA will lead to increased workloads for the
states. The final regulatory option doesn’t matter as any regulatory change to the current Lead
and Copper Rule (LCR) will lead to additional actions by the states — from tracking what is
submitted to reviewing to ensure that it’s correct to helping systems revise incorrect submissions
to training and technical assistance to compliance and enforcement. Additionally, any new
drinking water regulation has a “start-up” phase for the first few years that includes developing
and adopting the state-level regulation that is at least as stringent as the federal regulation,
revising the data management system and associated operating procedures, providing training
and technical assistance to the water systems, and providing training to state staff on the
requirements of the regulation.

The four most recent drinking water regulations have more treatment technique based regulatory
frameworks than in the past. These newer regulations have been more complex for states to
implement versus the traditional numerical Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) in the older
regulations:

e Stage 2 Disinfection By-Products Rule (DBPR) and Long-Term 2 Enhanced Surface

Water Treatment Rule (LT2ZESWTR)
e Groundwater Rule (GWR); and
e Revised Total Coliform Rule (RTCR).

Each of these regulations requires states to investigate and/or review an investigation or
assessment by a water system or consultant. The RTCR is probably the most comparable
regulation to the options being considered for the LT-LCR due to its regulatory framework that
has the water system or state personnel, or qualified assessor analyze the water system to
determine what created the problem. The RTCR workload for the states is significant due to the
complexities of the regulation and the need to conduct/review distribution system assessments.
8,306 Level 1 and Level 2 assessments were estimated to be conducted in 2015 (the first year of
these corrective actions) by EPA’s contractor (Cadmus), in cooperation with state
representatives, for 49 states (Wyoming doesn’t have primacy). The combined national RTCR
workload for 49 states was estimated by Cadmus to be 784,218 hours for 2018 — this estimate
includes these assessments but also includes several other RTCR implementation activities.
These RTCR hours can be used to validate our estimates for the LT-LCR.
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The initial estimate submitted to EPA by the Agency’s deadline of March 8" (60 days from the
initial January 8® meeting) estimated the total increased workload for the states for the LT-LCR
to range from 3.6 million hours to 4.9 million hours for the first five years of the final revised
LCR, depending on the Corrosion Control Treatment (CCT) option selected. Additional
estimates were developed for the determination of “bins” added 215,719 hours to this initial
estimated, increasing the total to 3.9 million hours to 5.1 million hours as detailed in the table
below (the range of CCT options is shown as Low (L) and High (H) Hours).

These estimated hours need to be converted to an annual basis to better facilitate a comparison
with EPA’s economic analysis, which leads to a range from 771,316 to 1,015,295 hours annually
(note that this range brackets the RTCR hours for 2018 previously discussed). Assuming a
loaded (direct and indirect costs) hourly rate of $100 per hour for a state engineer, this translates
to additional burden of $77 million to $101 million annually to states for the LT-LCR. Given the
states’ ongoing challenges in meeting EPA’s requirements for the existing drinking water
regulations, this is a significant increase. This potential increase exacerbates the gradual erosion
of federal funding from the Public Water System Supervision (PWSS) program from $105
million in FY 10 to $102 million annually for the past four fiscal years (FY 14 to FY 17). This
flat funding also doesn’t take inflation into account.

Summary of Estimated Hours for Potential Options for the LT-LCR

A similar set of activities by state staff was used to develop the detailed estimate of hours for

Category Hours(L) Hours(H)
Regulatory Start-Up 582,100 582,100
Bin Determinations 215,719 215,719
Lead Service Line Replacement (LSLR) 813,114 813,114
Corrosion Control Treatment (CCT) 10,430 1,230,328
Public Education & Transparency 555,102 555,102
Tap Sampling 1,479,457 1,479,457
Copper 581,487 581,487
Total from LCR Long-Term Revisions 4,237,4090 5,457,307
Current LCR Hours (2018) 380,830 380,830
Increased Workload from LCR Revisions 3,856,579 5,076,477

each of the above categories. The activities are:

Tracking — any inventory or plan developed by a water system or their consultant would

have to be tracked in the state’s data management systems;

Reviewing the inventories and plans;

Following-up with those systems whose submission isn’t quite correct;

e Reporting the results of each of the regulatory activities in each category to the state’s
data management system, and ultimately, to EPA;
e Violations for a certain percentage that either can’t quite get their submissions correct or
miss the submission deadlines;
o Returning those systems to compliance through a combination of training,
technical assistance, compliance and enforcement; and
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e Some periodic re-evaluation of the inventories and/or plans based on changing
circumstances.

The above set of activities were repeated in the spreadsheets for the five categories, plus two
additional categories (one for “Regulatory Start-Up”” and the second for determination of “bins™),
that were presented at EPA’s January 8 Federalism Consultation Meeting. The percentages for
the different water system sizes, as well as the hours for each activity, were adjusted depending
on the relative complexity of the specific regulatory requirements in each category.

The percentages and the hours for each activity in each category were developed by ASDWA
staff (in consultation with some state staff) and then vetted with the ASDWA Board of Directors
in February 2018. For example, the estimated hours per review for tap sampling plans compare
to EPA’s contractor (Cadmus) estimates for reviews of RTCR sampling plans. Estimates were
also compared to the model developed for ASDWA'’s 2013 state drinking water resource needs

Some of ASDWA’s members have taken actions such as reviewing materials and lead service
line (LSL) inventories, corrosion control treatment (CCT) and water quality parameter (WQP)
monitoring that go beyond the regulatory requirements of the 1991 LCR, based on the 2016 Joel
Beauvais’ letters to governors and state environment and public health commissioners. However,
these actions are strictly voluntary for the states that can take such actions. Many states have
constitutional amendments or state-level policies such that their regulations must exactly match
the federal regulations and are no more stringent than the federal regulations.

Given this restriction for many states, EPA should use the baseline hours and costs from the
1991 LCR and not consider any post-Flint actions by states. The current LCR hours in 2018,
shown in italics in the above table, came from ASDWA’s 2013 state drinking water resource
needs report. This report estimated the hours for each regulation for 2012-2021, so this report
provides us with an accurate estimate of the current LCR hours in 2018 based on the 1991 LCR.
These baseline hours should be used as the starting point for the economic impact analysis for
the LT-LCR.

The estimated number of hours above doesn’t consider every potential regulatory component of
the final LT-LCR. For example, additional hours needed by states to determine the initial “bin”
placement from ASDWA’s suggested “bins” regulatory option, or any progression down in
“bins” based on a lower 90" percentile, were not included in the above estimate. Reviewing the
data from water systems for an initial “bin” assignment, and then reviewing them on an ongoing
basis, could be a sizeable number of hours that would likely increase the states’ costs for the LT-
LCR above the Public Water System Supervision (PWSS) program funding of $102 million
annually for the past four fiscal years (FY 14 to FY 17). If EPA is interested in continuing
additional discussions with ASDWA on the “bin” regulatory option, then ASDWA would
consider developing an estimate of those additional hours at some point in the future.

Obviously, the final estimated hours for the LT-LCR will depend on many factors, such as the

regulatory option ultimately selected as well as how the compliance deadlines might be
staggered during the regulatory start-up period. However, as previously discussed, any LT-LCR
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option that’s ultimately selected by EPA will almost certainly lead to an increased workload for
the states — it’s just a question of how big the increase will be.

Funding options for states are limited, as funding for the states’ ability to fulfill their mission of
overseeing safe drinking water comes from four sources. Two primary sources are from EPA’s
Public Water System Supervision Program (PWSS) and the set-asides from EPA’s Drinking
Water State Revolving Loan Fund (DWSRF). The DWSRF funding has been essentially been
flat for the past decade, so that inflation has resulted in a significant funding decline from the
DWSREF set-asides over the past decade. Some states have been able to compensate by raising
the dollars received from the DWSRF, but others already take the maximum percentage and
must reduce expenditures. PWSS funding has gradually eroded for the past decade between
inflation and a slight decline from $105 million in FY 10 to $102 million annually for the past
four fiscal years (FY 14 to FY 17). The other two funding sources vary considerably from state
to state and include funding from the state’s general fund and fees from water systems for plan
review, inspections, etc.

State drinking water programs have been chronically underfunded, on top of this gradual erosion
of the DWSREF set-asides and the PWSS funding. ASDWA’s 2013 state drinking water resource
needs report estimated the funding gap of $240 million for a minimum base program, and $308
million for a comprehensive program that includes additional activities undertaken by states to
achieve the public health protection vision and goals established by the SDWA. This report was
a collaboration between EPA and ASDWA, using EPA’s contractor (Cadmus) to collect the data
(that was then validated by the states) and then generate the report. In an ideal world, funding for
the PWSS program would be double what it is today (not including the final LT-LCR). This
doubling of funding would need to be ramped up over a period of five to ten years to allow states
and water systems to increase capacity for the appropriate activities that achieve the public health
goals envisioned by the SDWA.

ASDWA estimates that the costs of states’ staff time for the LT-LCR would be in the range of
76%-99% of the current PWSS funding. Given the uncertainties surrounding what regulatory
components might (or might not be) included in the final LT-LCR, this percentage could easily
increase to over 100% of the current PWSS funding. Changes to one regulation, admittedly the
most complex drinking water regulation, could potentially double states” workload. Given the
likely increased workload and the additional hours for state staff from the LT-LCR, states could
be facing tough choices for their drinking water program — what NOT to do given these new
regulatory mandates. ASDWA supports moving forward with the LT-LCR to update and
modernize the 1991 LCR but additional funding should be part of the final LT-LCR. Otherwise,
the final LT-LCR will be an unfunded mandate for states.
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Summary of Estimated Hours for Options for Potential Long-Term Revisions to the Lead and Copper Rule (LT-LCR)
Costs of States Transactions Survey (CoSTS)

Association of State Drinking Water Administrators (ASDWA)

4/3/18 Version

The summary below is based on the five categories of options from EPA's Federal Consultation brefing on 1/8/18,
plus two additional categories for regulatory start-up and bin determination
The total hours are estimated for the first five years of the LT-LCR

Five years is assumed to be an appropriate timeframe for the first cycle of states and systems adopting and complying with the LT-LCR
Estimated hours for Corrosion Control Treatment (CCT) are shown as a range (low-high), given the number of potential CCT options

Regulatory Start-Up

Bin Determination

Lead Service Line Replacment (LSLR)
Corrosion Control Treatment (CCT)
Public Education & Transparency
Tap Sampling

Copper

Totals

Current LCR Hours (2018)
76,166 times 5 Years

Increased Hours from the LT-LCR

(Total from first five years)
Annual Increased Hours

(Each year for the first five years)

582,100
215,719
813,114
Low
10,430
555,102
1,479,457

581,487

4,237,409

380,830

3,856,579

771,316

High
1,230,328

5,457,307

380,830

5,076,477

1,015,295

ED_005190_00000468-00005



Regulatory Start-Up Model Inputs
Model Outputs
Hours for each activity rounded up from Revised Total Coliform Rule (RCTR)

Adoption of Long-Term Revisions to Lead and Copper Rule (LT-LCR)
States Hours Ea. Total Hours
49 3,200 156800

Modify State Data Management System
Unclear how SDWIS Prime might accommodate LT-LCR and what state changes might be needed
States Hours Ea. Total Hours
49 3,700 181,300

System Training and Technical Assistance
States Hours Ea. Total Hours
49 4,000 196000

State Staff Training
Assume three categories for training for state staff to properly trained on all components of LT-LCR
Lead service line inventories & replacement, corrosion control treatment, public education, sampling & simultaneous compliance
Hours Ea. Total Hours

Large 9 2,000 18,000
Medium 20 1,000 20,000
Small 20 500 10,000
Not Wyoming or DC Total 49 48,000

This total for state staff training is in the same range as what was estimated for the Revised Total Coliform Rule (RTCR)

Total Regulatory Start-Up 582.100
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Bin Deternination Model Inputs

# of systems Model Outputs
Large systems >50,000 943
Medium 3,301-50,000 8,296
Small 25-3,300 70,657
Total number of systems 79,896

Assume states will use the latest two rounds of LCR Compliance Monitoring for initial bin determination, using the higher 90th percentile
Assume states's review of initial bin placement will be relatively short since it's a 90th percentile but some data review will be needed
Assumes a small percentage (10%) of systems will want to move to a lower bin whenver possible during the first five years
Assumes 2 hours would be needed for bin re-evaluation (versus 1 hour for initial}) due to more back-and-forth between systems and states

All systems Hours Ea. Total Hours
Tracking
# of syster 79,896 1 75,89
Review

79,896 1 79,896
Reporting

79,896 0.5 39,948
Periodic
Bin Re-Eva 7,990 2 15979

10% Total 215,719
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Lead Service Line Replacement (LSLR)

Large systems >50,000
Medium 3,301-50,000
Small 25-3,300

Total number of systems

# of systems
943
8,296

70 657
79,896

Systems with LSLs
700
5.000
5,500

Model inputs
Model Outputs

Systems without LSLs

Complex LSL Inventories & LSLR Plans 243
Moderate LSL Inventories & LSLR Plans 3,296
Simpler LSL Inventories & LSLR Plans 65,157

68,696

11,200 Total number of systems with LSLs

Initial tracking, review and follow-up for LSL inventories - complexity of inventories based on system size and whether system has LSLs or not
Assume all systems have to conduct an inventory to determine if they have LSLs or not
Assume review of systems with LSLs will take more time than systems that don't have LSLs

Assume 30% of LSLR inventories would need to be re-evaluated periodically
Systems would find more LSLs than in original inventory or find a few LSLs in the system that were unknown initially

Large Systems with LSLs
Tracking

# of systems

Review

Follow-up
15%
Reporting

Violations
2%
Return to
Compliance
Periodic LSL
Inv. Re-eval.
30%

700

700

105

700

14

14

210

Large Systems without LSLs

Tracking
# of systems
Review

Follow-up
10%
Reporting

Violations

2%
Return to
Compliance

243

243

24

243

2

16

0.5

8

Hours Ea. Total Hours

1,400

11,200

420

350

56

56

1,680
15 1bs

Hours Ea. Total Hours

486

972

97

122

19

19

Medium Sys. with LSLs

Tracking
# of systems 5,000
Review
5,000
Follow-up
25% 1,250
Reporting
5,000
Violations
20% 1,000
Return to
Compliance 1,000
Periodic LSLR
Plan Re-eval. 1,500
30%

Medium Sys. without LSLs

Tracking
# of systems 3,296
Review
3296
Follow-up
10% 330
Reporting
3,296
Violations
10% 330
Return to
Compliance 330

Hours Ea. Total Hours

2 10,000
8 40,000

4 5000

05 2500

4 4000

4 4000

6 9,000

Subtotal 74500
15,162

Total 89,662

Hours Ea. Total Hours

2 6592
3  gpgss
4 1318
05 1848
4 1318
4 1318

Small Sys. with LSLs
Tracking

# of systems 5,500
Review

5.500
Follow-up
40% 2,200
Reporting
5500
Violations
33% 1815
Return to
Compliance 1,815
Periodic LSLR
Plan Re-eval. 1,650
30%

Small Sys. without LSLs

Tracking
# of systems 65,157
Review
65157
Follow-up
20% 13,031
Reporting
65,157
Violations
20% 13,031
Return to
Compliance 13,031

Total no. of systems
without LSLs

Hours Ea. Total Hours

2 11,000
4. 22000

4 8800

05 2,750

4 7,260

4 7760

3 4.950

Subtotal 64,020
74,500

15,162

Total 153,687

Hours Ea. Total Hours

2 130314
7 130,314
4 5217
05 32,579
4 52176
4 5217
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Total 1.716

30%

Subtotal 22,083
1,716
Total 23.799

Assume 30% of LSLR plans would need to be re-evaluated periodically {same as for inventories)
Systems would find more LSLs than in original inventory or find a few LSLs in the system that were unknown initially

Assume 5% of systems initially without LSLs find a few LSLs in the system that were unknown but found via main breaks, etc.

Large Systems

Tracking
# of systems 712
Review
712
Follow-up
10% 71
Reporting
712
Violations
2% 14
Return to
Compliance 14
Periodic LSLR
Plan Re-eval. 214
30%

Hours Ea. Total Hours

2 1474

16¢ 11,394

4 285

0.5 356

4 57

4 57

8 1,709

Total 15,283

Medium Systems
Tracking

# of systems
Review

Follow-up
10%
Reporting

Violations
20%
Return to
Compliance
Periodic LSLR
Plan Re-eval.
30%

Initial tracking, review and folloup for pitcher filter distribution plans

Systems with LSLs

Tracking
# of systems 11,200
Review
11,200
Follow-up
10% 1,120
Reporting
11.200
Violations
2% 224
Return to
Compliance 224

Total Lead Service Line Replacement

11200
Hours Ea. Total Hours

2 32400

2 22400

1 1120

05 5800

1 224

1 224

Total 51,968
g1911a

5,165

5,165

516

5,165

1.033

1,033

1549

Hours Ea. Total Hours

2 710,330

8 41318

4 2,066

05 258

4 4132

4 4,132

6 9,297

Subtotal 73,857
15,283

Total 849.139

Small Systems
Tracking

# of systems
Review

Follow-up
25%
Reporting

Violations
33%
Return to
Compliance
Periodic LSLR
Plan Re-eval.
30%

8,758

8.758

2,189

8,758

2,890

2,890

2627

Subtotal 445,583
22,083

1,716

Total 473,389

Additonal LSL systems (5%)

Large 12
Medium 165
Small 3,258

Hours Ea. Total Hours

2 17516

4 35031

4 8758

05 4378

4 11,560

4 11,560

3 7832

Subtotal 95,687
73,857

15,283

Total 185,806
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Corrosion Control Treatment

# of systems

Model inputs
Model Outputs

Large systems 50,000 943 Complex CCT
Medium 3,301-50,000 8,296 Moderate CCT
Small 25-3,300 70,657 Simple CCT

Total number of systems 79,896

Initial tracking, review and follow-up based on different regulatory triggers

Assume 10% of CCT plans would need to be re-evaluated periodically

# of systems

Option 1 >50,000 943
Option2  >10,000 8296
Option 3 >3,300 70,657
Option 4 w LSLs 11,200
Option 1 Hours Ea.  Total Hours Option 2 Hours Ea. Total Hours Option 3 Hours Ea. Total Hours Option 4 Hours Ea. Total Hours
Tracking Tracking Tracking Tracking
# of systems 943 2 1,886 # of systems 8296 216592 # of systems 70,657 2 141,314 # of systems 11:200 222400
Review Review Review Review
943 40 37,720 8296 16132736 70,657 4 282,628 11,200 16:179,200
Follow-up Follow-up Follow-up Follow-up
5% 236 4 943 25% 2,074 4 8,296 50% 35;339 4 141,314 25% 2,800 411,200
Reporting Reporting Reporting Reporting
943 0.5 472 8,296 0.5 4,148 70,657 0.5 35,329 11,200 0.5 5,600
Violations Violations Violations Violations
2% 19 4 75 20% 1,659 4 6,637 33% 23;317 4 93267 20% 2,240 4 8,960
Return to Return to Return to Return to
Compliance 19 4 75 Compliance 1,659 4 6,637 Compliance 23,317 4 93,267 Compliance 2,240 4 8,960
Periodic CCT Periodic CCT Periodic CCT Periodic CCT
Re-eval. 94 40 3772 Re-eval. 830 1613274 Re-eval. 7,066 4 28,263 Re-eval. 1,120 1617920
10% Total 44,043 10% Subtotal 188319 10% Subtotal 815,382 10% Total 54940
44,943 188,319
Total 233983 44,943
Total 1048 640
in-line POU Option for Systems with LSLs
Tracking
# of systems 11,200 2 22,400
Review
11.200 6 67,200
Follow-up
25% 2;800 4 11,200
Reporting
11;200 0.5 5,600
Violations
20% 2240 4 8960
Return to
Compliance 2.240 4 8.960
Total 115380

Default CCT Option

Assume no state review of default CCT - only review of system-demonstrated equivalence

Assume same system size triggers as above, with an assumed percentage (20%) using system-demonstrated equivalence
Assume 10% of CCT plans would need to be re-evaluated periodically
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Option 1
Tracking
# of systems
Review
20%
Follow-up
25%
Reporting

Violations
2%
Return to
Compliance
Periodic CCT
Re-eval.
10%

Hours Ea.

943 2
189 20
47 8
943 0.5
19 4
19 4
24 40
Total

Total Hours

1,886

3,172

377

472

75

75

3;772
10430

Option 2
Tracking
# of systems
Review
20%
Follow-up
25%
Reporting

Violations
20%
Return to
Compliance
Periodic CCT
Re-eval.
10%

Hours Ea. Total Hours

8.296 2
1,658 8
415 4
8.296 0.5
1,658 4
1659 4
830 16
Subtotal
Total

Find-and-fix Option, with an assumed % of systems to find and fix exceedances of AL

All systems

Tracking
# of systems
Review

Follow-up
25%
Reporting

Violations
2%

Return to

Compliance

# of system:
79,896

Hours Ea.
23,969 2
23,969 4
5,092 4
23,969 0:5
479 4
479 4

Total

Total Corrosion Control Treatment

Option 1
Option 2
Option 3
Option 4

In-Line POU

Standard  Default
48943 10,430
233,263 66013
1048644 528 110
254,240

115,360

% to fix # of systems required for find and fix

30%

Total Hours

47,938

95,875

23,969

11,984

1918

1,918
181,684

Find-and-Fix Std. & FF

184 b
181884

23,969

Default & FF
226,827 192,113
414,048 247,695

Iglbeq 1230878 708,783

181 6aa

435994

16,592
13274
1659
4148
6,637
6,637
13274
55,583

10,430
66,013

Option 3
Tracking
# of systems
Review
20%
Follow-up
50%
Reporting

Violations
33%
Return to
Compliance
Periodic CCT
Re-eval.
10%

70,657

14,131

7,066

70,657

23217

23317

7,066

Hours Ea. Total Hours

2 141,314

4 56,526

) 14131

0.5 35;329

4 93,267

4 93,967

4 28,263
Subtotal 4622097
55,583

10,430

Total 528,110
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Public Education and Transparency

Large systems >50,000
Medium 3,301-50,000

Small 25-3,300

Total number of systems

# of systems
943

8,296

70,657
79,896

Initial tracking, review and follow-up on water systems' public education and transparency plans
Assume systems with lead service lines {11,200} will have ongoing outreach with emphsis on homeowners with LSLs

Assume systems will provide notification to customers within 24 hours of exceedance of lead action level

Assume a small percentage of systems {20%) won't complete notifications and states will have to notify
Assume systems will make information accessible to customers on results of all tap samples and WQP sampling

Large Systems
Tracking

# of systen
Review

Follow-up
10%
Reporting

Violations
2%
Return to
Complianc
Periodic Plan
Re-eval.
10%

Hours Ea. Total Hours

943

943

94

943

18

18

94
Total

WIIN Notifications

2

4

0.5

40

1,886

3,772

377

472

75

75

3,772
10,430

Medium Systems
Tracking

# of systen 8,296
Review
8,296
Follow-up
10% 830
Reporting
8,296
Violations
5% 415
Return to
Complianc 415
Periodic Plan
Re-eval. 830
10%

Hours Ea. Total Hours

2

3

2

0.5

4

4

16
Subtotal

Total

16,592
24,388
1,659
4,148
1,659
1,659
13,274
63,879

10,430
74,309

Small Systems

Tracking
# of systen 70,657
Review
70,657
Follow-up
10% 7,066
Reporting
70,657
Violations
10% 7,066
Return to
Complianc 7.066
Periodic CCT
Re-eval. 7,066
10%

Hours Ea. Total Hours

2 141,314

2 141314

2 14131

05 35329

4 287263

4 28763

4 78763

Subtotal 416876
63,879

10,430

Total 491 185
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Assume states will make 20% of WIIN Notifications 20%

Large Systems Hours Ea. Total Hours Medium Systems Hours Ea. Total Hours Small Systems Hours Ea. Total Hours

Notifications Notifications Notifications

# of systen 189 4 754 # of systen 1,659 4 6,637 #ofsysten 14,131 4 56526
Total 63917

Total for Public Eduction & Transparency 555,102
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Tap Sampling Model Inputs
Model Outputs
# of systems

Large systems >50,000 943 Complex Sampling Plans
Medium 3,301-50,000 8,296 Moderate Sampling Plans
Small 25-3,300 70,657 Simple Sampling Plans
Total number of systems 79,896

Initial tracking, review and follow-up on sampling plans
Assume 10% of sampling plans would need to be re-evaluated periodically

Large Systems Hours Ea. Total Hours Medium Systems Hours Ea. Total Hours Small Systems
Tracking Tracking Tracking
# of systems 943 2 1,886 # of systems 8,296 2 16592 # of systems
Review Review Review
943 16 15,088 8,296 8 66,368
Follow-up Follow-up Follow-up
15% 141 4 566 25% 2,074 4 8,296 40%
Reporting Reporting Reporting
943 0.5 472 8,296 0.5 4,148
Violations Violations Violations
2% 19 4 75 20% 1,659 4 6,637 33%
Return to Return to Return to
Compliance 19 4 75 Compliance 1,659 4 6,637 Compliance
Periodic Plan Periodic Plan Periodic Plan
Re-eval. 830 8 6,637 Re-eval. 830 6 4,978 Re-eval.
10% Total 24,799 10% Subtotal 113,655 10%
24,799
Total 138,454

Notification(s) of household action level exceedance

Initial tracking, review and follow-up on notification plans
Assume 10% of notification plans would need to be re-evaluated periodically

Large Systems Hours Ea. Total Hours Medium Systems Hours Ea. Total Hours Small Systems
Tracking Tracking Tracking

70,657

70,657

28,263

70,657

23,317

23,317

7,066

Hours Ea. Total Hours

2 141,314

4 282,628

4 113,051

05 35,329

4 93,267

4 93,267

3 21,197
Subtotal 780,053
113,655

24,799

Total 918507

Hours Ea. Total Hours
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# of systems
Review

Follow-up
25%
Reporting

Violations
2%
Return to
Compliance
Periodic Plan
Re-eval.
10%

Total Tap Sampling

943 2
943 4
236 2
943 0.5
19 2
19 2
94 2
Total

1479457

1,886

3,772

472

472

38

38

189
6,865

# of systems
Review

Follow-up
25%
Reporting

Violations
20%
Return to
Compliance
Periodic Plan
Re-eval.
10%

8,296

8,296

2,074

8,296

1,659

1,659

830

Subtotal

Total

2

16,592
24,888
4,148
4,148
3,318
3,318
1,659
58,072

6,865
64937

# of systems
Review

Follow-up
50%
Reporting

Violations
33%
Return to
Compliance
Periodic CCT
Re-eval.
10%

70,657

70,657

35,329

70,657

23,317

23,317

7,066

2 141,314

2 141,314

2 70,657

05 35,329

2 46,634

2 46,634

2 14,131
Subtotal 486 012
58,072

6,865

Total 560,949
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Copper

Large systems >50,000
Medium 3,301-50,000

Small 25-3,300

Total number of systems

# of systems Non-Corrosive # of systems to sample for copper

8,296

70,657
79,896

943

50%
50%
50%

472
4,148
35,329

Initial tracking, review and follow-up on copper sampling plans
Assume the number of copper sampling sites would be half of lead sampling sites - state review time half of lead review
Assume 10% of sampling plans would need to be re-evaluated periodically

Large Systems
Tracking

# of systen 472
Review

472

Follow-up
15% 71

Reporting
472

Violations
2% 9

Return to
Complianc 9

Periodic Plan

Re-eval. 47

10%

Hours Ea. Total Hours

2 943

12 5,658

4 283

0.5 236

4 38

4 38

8 377

Total 7,572

Medium Systems

Tracking
# of systems
Review

Follow-up
15%
Reporting

Violations
20%
Return to
Compliance
Periodic Plan
Re-eval.
10%

4,148 2 8,296
4,148 6 24,888
622 4 2,489
4,148 0.5 2,074
830 4 3,318
830 4 3,318
415 6 2,489
Subtotal 46,872

7,572

Total 54,445

Initial tracking, review (simple}, and follow-up for the other half of systems with non-corrosive water

Large Systems
Tracking
# of systen 472
Review

472

Hours Ea. Total Hours

2 943

2 943

Medium Systems

Tracking
# of systems
Review

4,148 2 8,296

4,148 2 829

Hours Ea. Total Hours

Hours Ea. Total Hours

Model Inputs
Model Outputs

Tracking
# of syster
Review

Follow-up
25%
Reporting

Violations

33%
Return to
Complianc

Periodic Plan

Re-eval.
10%

Tracking
# of syster
Review

Small Systems

35,329

35,329

8,832

35,329

11,658

11,658

3,533

Small Systems

35,329

35,329

Subtotal

Hours Ea. Total Hours

2 70657
2 70657
4 35329

05 17,664
4 46,634
4 46,634
3 10,5599

298,173
46,872
7,572
352 617

Hours Ea. Total Hours

2 70,657

2 70,657
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Follow-up
15%
Reporting

Violations
2%
Return to
Complianc
Periodic Plan
Re-eval.
10%

Total for copper

71

472

47

0.5

Total

531487

141

236

19

19

94

2,395

Follow-up
15%
Reporting

Violations
5%
Return to
Compliance
Periodic Plan
Re-eval.
10%

622

4,148

207

207

415

0.

Subtotal

Total

5

2

1,244
2,074
415
415
830
21,570

2,395
23965

Follow-up
25% 8832
Reporting
35,329
Violations
15% 5,299
Return to
Complianc 5,299
Periodic CCT
Re-eval. 3,533
10%

2 17664

0.5 17,664

2 10,599

2 10,599

2 7.066
Subtotal | 204 905
21,570

2,395

Total 228 B70)
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Association of State Drinking
Water Administrators

December 13, 2019

The Office of Management and Budget (OMB)
Eisenhower Executive Office Building

1650 Pennsylvania Avenue NW

Washington, DC 20503

Re: Proposed Lead and Copper Rule Revisions, Docket ID No. EPA-HQ-OW-2017-0300
Dear OMB Drinking Water Desk,

The Association of State Drinking Water Administrators (ASDWA) is the independent, nonpartisan,
national organization representing the collective interests of the drinking water program administrators
in the 50 states, five territories, the District of Columbia, and the Navajo Nation. ASDWA’s members
implement the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) by regulating and providing technical assistance and
funding for the nation’s 150,000 public water systems (PWS) to ensure the protection of public health
and the economy.

ASDWA'’s members are facing challenges from ongoing implementation of the 1991 Lead and Copper
Rule (LCR) and will face additional challenges in implementing the proposed Lead and Copper Rule
Revisions (LCRR). While the proposed LCRR will close several loopholes in the 1991 LCR and will certainly
reduce exposure to lead in drinking water, the final LCRR will pose a significant burden to primacy
agencies.

In response to EPA’s LCR Federalism Consultation in 2018, ASDWA conducted a Costs of States’
Transactions Study {CoSTS) that estimated that the increased workload from the anticipated revisions to
the LCR would range from 3.8 million to 5.0 million staff hours in the first five years of implementation,
or 760,000-1,000,000 staff hours annually. Given states’ ongoing challenges in meeting EPA’s
requirements for the existing drinking water regulations, this is a significant increase. When translated
to dollars, the costs of states’ staff time for the LCRR would be in the range of 72% to 95% of current
funding for the Public Water Supply Supervision (PWSS) program.

This potential increase to states’ workload exacerbates the impacts of increased activities states have
undertaken for non-regulated contaminants such as Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances (PFAS) and
Legionella as detailed in ASDWA’s 2018 “Beyond Tight Budgets” report. For the 2018 report, ASDWA
asked the states to estimate the hours required to meet the additional demands for these non-regulated
contaminants. Of the 25 respondents, states have experienced workload increases ranging from 1.1% to
12.5%, with the average workload increase at 4.3%. Flat federal funding for the PWSS program for the
past decade exacerbates the funding gap by another 20% due to inflation.

ASDWA is in the process of updating CoSTS to reflect the various requirements in the proposed LCRR.
The proposed LCRR is an incredibly complex regulation, with multiple categories requiring significant
interactions between the states (as the primacy agencies) and the public water system (PWSs). The
CoSTS update involves a significant effort to estimate the number of PWSs that would be impacted by
the proposed LCRR requirements, and the associated amount of time for states to notify them of the

1401 WILSON BLVD - SUITE 1225 - ARLINGTON, VA 22209
PHONE (703) 812-9505 - FAX {(703) 812-9506 - info@asdwa.org - www.asdwa.org
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LCRR requirements, track, review, and approve all submissions, provide technical assistance, notify
systems that have missed submissions, and start enforcement actions for each of the categories listed
below:

e Regulatory start-up;

e Lead service line inventories, replacement plans, and replacements;

e Tap sampling plans and tap sampling;

e Trigger level and action level exceedances;

e Corrosion control treatment, including water quality parameter monitoring;

e Sampling site assessment (called find-and-fix in the proposed LCRR);

e Small system flexibility;

e Change in source or treatment, and source water monitoring and treatment;

e  Public notice (including 24-hour public notice), public education, and transparency;

e Lead testing in schools and child care facilities; and

e SDWIS, data tracking and primacy agency reporting.

ASDWA will submit the updated CoSTS as part of its comments by the end of the public comment
period. It should be noted that while the current close of the public comment period is January 13, 2020,
ASDWA has requested a 30-day extension to February 13, 2020 due to the complexity of the proposed
LCRR.

Additionally, the last bullet in the above list (SDWIS, data tracking and primacy agency reporting) raises
serious concerns for ASDWA and its members due to the complexity of the proposed LCRR. ASDWA is
deeply concerned that increased state data management challenges have not been adequately
addressed in this rule. For states to implement the LCRR, substantive planning and budget
considerations need to be developed, in partnership with the states, for the upgrades to the existing
data management systems (both at the EPA and state levels) for the additional LCRR reporting and
recordkeeping requirements. ASDWA recommends that a commitment be made to develop an
appropriate LCRR data management program (and start the development process) prior to promulgating
the final LCRR.

Thank you for considering the perspective of state primacy agencies in finalizing the LCRR to ensure safe
drinking water and public health protection. Please contact me at 730-812-9507 or
aroberson@asdwa.org to provide more information or to ask questions.

Sincerely,

Alan Roberson, P.E., Executive Director
Association of State Drinking Water Administrators

Cc: David Ross — EPA OW
Jennifer MclLain — EPA OGWDW
Eric Burneson — EPA OGWDW
Anita Thompkins — EPA OGWDW
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Message

From: Deirdre White [dwhite@asdwa.org]

Sent: 11/12/2019 12:51:33 PM

To: Thompkins, Anita [Thompkins.Anita@epa.gov]; Bergman, Ronald [Bergman.Ronald@epa.gov]; Burneson, Eric
[Burneson.Eric@epa.gov]; Davis, CatherineM [Davis.CatherineM@epa.gov]

Subject: Question about WIIN Lead Notification Requirements?

Good morning,

Would one of you be able to help clarify the WIIN Act 24 hour public notification requirement for a
community water system {CWS) lead action level (AL) exceedance for me this morning?

My question is whether the following language on the 24 public notification requirement for a CWS "lead AL
exceedance" is for:

1. A CWS to notify its customers for a 90th percentile lead AL exceedance? or
2. A CWS to notify an individual household if the household sample exceeds the lead action level? or
3. Both?

| know the pre-pub version of the revised Lead and Copper rule includes both, but wanted to confirm that this
was a requirement from WIIN.

TITLE H--WATER AND WASTE ACT OF 2016

Subtitle A--Safe Drinking Water

{Sac. 2108} (34D} see top of page 3 below - Notice that the public water system exceeded the lead action level
under section 141.80{c} of title 40, Code of Federal Regulations {or a prescribed level of lead that the
Administrator establishes for public education or notification in a successor regulation promulgated pursuant
o section 1412}

Thanks in advance for vour help,
Deirdre

Deirdre White (Mason), Project Manager
Association of State Drinking Water Administrators
Office: 703-812-4775

i Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) !

Email: dwhite@asdwa.org
URL: www.asdwa.org
Twitter: @Deirdre_h2o
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Message

From: Roberson, Alan [aroberson@asdwa.org]

Sent: 2/1/2018 2:17:17 PM

To: Mushkolaj, lliriana [Mushkolaj.lliriana@epa.gov]; Christ, Lisa [Christ.Lisa@epa.gov]; Burneson, Eric
[Burneson.Eric@epa.gov]

CC: dosterhoudt@asdwa.org

Subject: Re: ASDWA-EPA LCR meeting on Friday, Feb. 2

Attachments: LCR State Questions.docx

Eric and Lisa and Illiriana, enclosed is a list of questions that Darrell put together for our discussions

tomorrow. See you then. Alan

On Fri, Jan 26, 2018 at 7:58 AM, Roberson, Alan <aroberson{@asdwa.org> wrote:

Iliriana and Lisa and Eric, enclosed is a draft agenda for our LCR meeting with EPA next Friday - it's just a

draft and I am amenable to some revisions next week, so let me know.

And I did notice that conference call number was a 202 area code number and I would like to request a toll-
free number if possible as we will be having several states calling in (as well as a handful attending in

person).

Thanks and have a good weekend. Alan

R U e e G R R R D O e R R R U O U G O R SO O R R Y
J. Alan Roberson, P.E.

Fxecuirve Director

Association of State Drinking Water Admindstrators (ASDWA)
1401 Wilson Rivd. - Suite 1228
Arlington, VA 22209

PSR R R R VB SR RN R W W R R R W VR W W SRR W RV SR

§. Alan Roberson, P.E.

Frecutive Divector

Assaciation of State Drinking Water Administrators (ASDWAS
1401 Wilson Blvd. - Suite 1225
Artington, VA 22209

Office: (703) 812-9507
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LCR Long Term Revisions - State Questions

Questions to clarify possible rule requirements and assist with preparing state comments and
estimating resource needs

Lead Service Line Replacement

Inventory of lead service lines:

e Will all size systems be required to develop and submit?

e What is considered acceptable — records review, field checks, combination?

¢ How will systems that don’t find LSL’s be handled? Will there be any reevaluation?

e What level of review is expected of states?

e Will systems be required to post data for the public? What level of detail must be shared? Will
that be dictated by system size? Can states host this data?

Proactive LSL replacement:

¢ How do systems with no LSL’s opt out?

e |s there any minimum threshold that would mean some systems don’t need a program?

¢ What time period will be allowed for total removal (% per year)?

e What if the system falls behind, i.e. any violations?

e What if private owners can’t afford to participate?

e States will need to review each plan, but do they approve them or just log them in?

e States will need to review status reports. How often will they be submitted?

Partial LSL replacement:

¢ When will it be allowed?

e Will systems have to develop an SOP that states approve individually, or could some default be
included that systems could follow (like a standard specification) to avoid extensive state
reviews?

Filters:

¢ What monitoring of the filter distribution will be required — an individual certification like for
consumer notice of sample results, some periodic report, or just a records review during a
sanitary survey?

Corrosion Control Treatment

Targeting systems to install CCT:

e Will all systems be required to do an evaluation and develop a plan? If not, what criteria
determines who does one — population, presence of LSLs, other?

o Wil all systems be required to reevaluate on some schedule or just based on triggers {(and what
triggers)? Could it be based on some change in the 90t percentile like an increase of 10% or
rising to half the Action Level?

¢ How to handle systems that are naturally noncorrosive without a need for additional treatment
(and how do you measure/verify that)?

Providing POU devices to all homes with LSL:

¢ What documentation will states receive and review? Will systems report how many they have

done, or when they are installed?
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¢ How will states verify that the PWS is “maintaining” the device? Will it require some form of

reporting with review, a check during the sanitary survey, or response to complaints?
Designating OCCT:

e Could there be a default OCCT which would be less work for systems to prepare and states to
review?

¢ How will systems and states verify that OCCT is indeed working - Water Quality Parameters, tap
sample results, coupon tests, other?

e Will the find and fix process mirror the RTCR process where states have a responsibility to
review the report and track the response of the system?

e  What level triggers the find and fix requirement? A single sample (above the Action Level or the
Household Action Level) or some increase in the 90™" percentile?

Transparency and Public Education

¢ How will systems report what outreach they have done and what level of review will be
required?

e Will states have to approve individual documents or just provide examples systems can use?
Will the initial products be developed by EPA?

¢ How will systems make tap sample results available to consumers? Will they be required to post
on the internet? Can states provide this service, especially if they already post sample results on
a state site (Drinking Water Watch)?

LCR Tap Sampling

¢  What will be the new site selection criteria?

e |f customer requests are the new normal, how many will be required? Will there be any
minimum or maximum number?

¢ What sampling protocol will be used — first draw, normal use, other?

e Will states need to review and approve monitoring plans?

e  Will other samples collected outside the established monitoring plan be included in the 90t
percentile?

¢  What will be the criteria for invalidating samples?

¢ How would EPA establish a household action level? What would be the system’s responsibility
and what would be the state’s when the action level is exceeded? How much system reporting
and state tracking will be required? What responsibility will state DW programs have for
assuring that the state/local Health Department responds appropriately?

Copper

Screen for aggressive water:
e Can EPA establish criteria for the aggressive nature of the water — a matrix?
e Are the parameters easy and cheap to measure, even for small systems?
¢ How often would the monitoring need to be done to confirm the status — ongoing WQPs,
periodic reassessment, other?
e |f the water is aggressive what can systems do — monitoring, OCCT, PE, other? What is the
state’s role in reviewing, approving, monitoring the system’s approach?
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Tap sampling for Copper:
e Will some level of tap sampling be required, regardless of the aggressiveness determination?
¢ How many additional sites will be required? Is there going to be a minimum number of sites
even for nonaggressive water? Might lead and copper both still be analyzed even for targeted
lead or targeted copper sites?
e What will be the criteria for invalidating samples?

Other issues

e Will the action level of 15 be maintained?
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Message

From: Roberson, Alan [aroberson@asdwa.org]
Sent: 2/23/2017 9:59:27 PM

To: Burneson, Eric [Burneson.Eric@epa.gov]
Subject: Draft minutes from Tuesdays' call

Attachments: Minutes from ASDWA Board Conference Call 02212017.docx

Eric, I just called and left a message as I was hoping you could take a couple of minutes and look thru these
draft minutes from Tuesday to make sure I got down what you said right...

Alan

e W Ve Ve e U R TR W VO YR R U U R W YO M e Vo R R W e Ve v e
J. Alan Roberson, B.E.

Exgeutive Direcior

Association of State Drinking Water Administraters (ASBWA)
1401 Wilson Blvd. - Suite 1223
Arfington, VA 22209

Offiee: (703} §12.9507
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Minutes from ASDWA Board Conference Call
Tuesday, February 22™ at 2:45 PM

In Attendance:

ASDWA staff- Alan Roberson, Executive Director
Darrell Osterhoudt
Deirdre Mason

EPA - Eric Burneson
ASDWA Board — Randy Ellingboe, President
Cindy Christian

Dan Czecholinski
Howie Isaacs
Doug Kinard
Lori Daniels

Lori Mathieu
Stephanie Stinger
Beth Messer
Greg Wavra
Roger Sokol

1. Alan Roberson convened the meeting, conducted a roll call and turned the meeting over
to Eric Burneson from EPA OGWDW.

2. FEric reaffirmed that the ASDWA Board wanted to discuss priorities within EPA’s
Drinking Water Action Plan — Eric repeated the priorities from ASDWA’s comments on
the Plan and that led to discussions on a few regulatory issues.

3. Infrastructure funding — will the SRF be the tool of choice for more funding? Nobody
knows for sure at this point and several policy directions for EPA will unfold in the
future. EPA, like others, is waiting on the details of its budget and other financial issues.

4. The Long-Term Revisions to the Lead and Copper Rule (LTR-LCR) — EPA could brief
the EPA Administrator for decision-making on regulatory options if the Assistant
Administrator for Water is not in place to keep the schedule for proposal in 2017. The
Assistant Administrator for Water is typically in place in the summer and can vary from
early summer to late summer.

5. A question was raised on what the next 90 days with the new Administration might look
like? Eric responded with three issues that the EPA “beachhead team” asked several
questions about (noting that the full complement of political appointees being in place is
still a ways out):

a. The LTR-LCR and Flint

b. Infrastructure funding

c. PFOA and PFOS - EPA Administrator Pruitt was asked several questions about
these during his confirmation hearings.

6. A question was raised about the 24-hour consumer notice in WIIN based on an
exceedance and the expectation for privacy? Eric responded that the legislation requires
EPA to develop a strategic plan in 180 days to address this issue and to consult with
states and water systems. Another question was raised on whether this WIIN provision
applied to all contaminants or just lead (note that a copy of the relevant section of WIIN is
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enclosed and this notification provision only applies to exceedances of the lead action
level).
Eric summarized his take-aways from EPA Administrator Pruitt’s talk to Agency staff the
morning of the 22 and Pruitt emphasized three areas:

a. How are regulations are important to make things predictable

b. The importance of the rule of law

c. Federalism matters
After Eric’s departure from the conference call, the Board discussed a few logistical
items for the March Board Meeting.
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Message

From: Roberson, Alan [aroberson@asdwa.org]

Sent: 6/22/2018 3:40:00 PM

To: Burneson, Eric [Burneson.Eric@epa.gov]

CC: Rodgers-Jenkins, Crystal [Rodgers-Jenkins.Crystal@epa.gov]; Christ, Lisa [Christ.Lisa@epa.gov]
Subject: LT-LCR Materials Inventories

Attachments: ASDWAs Recommended Revisions to the Existing LCR Regulatory Language 06222018 Final.docx

Eric, glad we were able to catch up a bit yesterday and can you send me the website for the hikes in the U.K.7 It
might be the National Paths site that I found yesterday but am not sure.

So enclosed is what we have come up with for language for materials inventories for the LT-LCR. There are a
few things such as waivers that warrant some discussions as well as a couple of others that I posed as questions.
But I got some great input from the Board over the past month and I hope it will be helpful to you and Crystal
and Lisa.

I am going to be at EPA a couple of times next week if you want to talk. I have a meeting with Dave Ross on
Tuesday at 4 and then the WDD meeting Wednesday - so either before or after those or next Friday the 29th is
also pretty open. Have a good weekend. Alan

e R S U e R RN e R TP e R R S e e

J. Alam Roberson, P.E.

Exgeutive Direcior

Association of State Drinking Water Admindstrators (ASDWA)
1401 Wilson Blvd. - Suite 1225
Arlington, VA 22209

Office: (7031 812.9347
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Potential Revisions to the Existing Regulatory Language for the Lead and Copper Rule

§ 141.42 Special monitoring for corrosivity characteristics.
{a}-{c} [Reserved!]

{d} Community water supply [ HYPERLINK
"https://www.law.cornell.edu/definitions/index.php?width=8408&height=800&iframe=true&def_id=904
1faf1ffe29392107e76e91e631946&term_occur=28&term_src=Title:40:Chapter:l:Subchapter:D:Part:141:S
ubpart:E:141.42" \o "systems" | shail identify as nart of 3 complete materials inventory, whether the
foilowing construction materials are present in their distrizution [ HYPERLINK
"https://www.law.cornell.edu/definitions/index.php?width=8408&height=800&iframe=true&def_id=904
1faf1ffe29392107e76e91e631946&term_occur=1&term_src=Title:40:Chapter:l:Subchapter:D:Part:141:S
ubpart:E:141.42" \o "system" ] and report to the State:

Lead from piping,selder-caulking; interior lining of distribution mains, cauliing, service lines
goosenecks, and pigtails and, if readily available, other appurtenances, soider, and home plumbing that
could contain leadebieys-and-home-phimbing.

Copper from piping and alioys, service lines, and if readily availabie, home plumbing.

Galvanized piping, service lines, and if readily available, home plumbing.

Ferrous piping materials such as cast iron and steel,

Asbestos cemant pipe.

{i} The inventory shall include the following data elements for each account:

3. Address and/or Geographic Information Systermn {GIS) data, if available.

b, Service line materiais for both the portion of the service line owned by the water
systems and the portion owned by the property owner,

¢, Data source for the information in the above part {b},

The inventory shall include a narrative that discusseas how the inventory was developed <

{ii}

: This narrative shall also include a schedule for

reducing the number of unknown service line mater

Formatted: List Paragraph, Numbered + Level: 1 +
Numbering Style: i, ii, iii, ... + Start at: 1 + Alignment: Left +
Aligned at: 0.5" + Indent at: 1"

',,/{ Formatted: Font: Font color: Gray-80%

in addition, [ HYPERLINK
"https://www.law.cornell.edu/definitions/index.php?width=8408&height=800&iframe=true&def_id=f6ea
cd9e7984ddacf706213108506e278&tarm_occur=1&term_src=Title:40:Chapter:l:Subchapter:D:Part:141:S
ubpart:E:141.42" \o "States" | may require identification and reporting of other materials of
construction present in distribution [ HYPERLINK
"https://www.law.cornall.edu/definitions/index.php?width=8408&height=800&iframe=true&def_id=904
1faf1ffe29392107e76e91e631946&term_occur=3&term_src=Title:40:Chapter:l:Subchapter:D:Part:141:S
ubpart:E:141.42" \o "systems" ] that may contrizute [ HYPERLINK
"https://www.law.cornell.edu/definitions/index.php?width=8408&height=800&iframe=true&def_id=6ed
3ac469d0691488a2a13fkf54d624a&term_occur=1&term_src=Title:40:Chapter:l:Subchagter:D:Part:141:
Subpart:E:141.42" \o "contaminants" | to the drinking water, such as:
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Viny! lined asbestos cement pipe.
Coal tar lined pipes and tanks.

Also need to add in a reference 1o 141.86{a} below]} and some reference for sharing the inventory with
the public through posting on the system’s website {allowing for some aliernative, when approved by
the state, for small systems) and adding 3 statement in 141,154 for the Consumer Confidence Report
{CCR) that the reportis available,

A waiver process will be needed for the initinl materiagls inventosy if g newer {mavhe posi-136071 sysiem

,,{ Formatted: Font color: Auto

{housing subdivision, consecutive svstem, trailer park, etr.} can certify that they do not have any Tier

sites gnd their prior or initiol monitoring data resulted in o 80 nercentile value less than o certain
percentage {mavbhe 50% or maybe less than 5 ppb?} of the Action Level, If the system has g source

“[ Formatted: Font: Italic, Font color: Auto

AN
\\ \.\ '[Formatted: Font: Italic, Font color: Auto

change, the svstem would have to redo their initial monitoring to ensure that the change did not gffect

’\\T Formatted: Font: Italic, Font color: Auto

the chemistry, etc.

\{ Formatted: Font: Italic, Font color: Auto

{ [ HYPERLINK "https://www.law.cornell.edu/rio/citation/45_FR_57346" \o "45 FR 57346" |, Aug. 27,
1980; [ HYPERLINK "https://www.law.cornell.edu/rio/citation/47_FR_10999" \o "47 FR 10999" |, Mar.
12, 1982, as amended at [ HYPERLINK "https://www.law.cornell.edu/rio/citation/59_FR_62470" \o "59
FR 62470" |, Dec. 5, 1594]

§ 141.86 Monitoring reqguirements for lead and copper in tap water.
{a}sample site location,

{1} WithinBy three {3
regulationgas : ; ;
materials m»entorgmalua@an of its d stri bm‘ on : ysts\m Baeed on thxs inventory, water S"%tE"‘ﬂﬁ shail

im-prderta-identify a pool of targeted sampling sites that mests the requirements of this section, and
which is sufficiently large to ensure that the water system can collect the number of izad and copper

tap samples reguired in [ HYPERLINK "https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/40/141.86" \| "c" \o
"paragraph {c)" ] of this section. All sites from which [ HYPERLINK

"https://www.law.cornell.edu/definitions/index.php?width=8408&height=800&iframe=true&def_id=4
31704a0e89858d95e47831e098f58d9&term_occur=1&term_src=Title:40:Chapter:l:Subchapter:D:Par
t:141:Subpart:1:141.86" \o "first draw samples" | are coilected shall be selected from this pool of
targeted sampling sites. Sampding sites may not include faucets that have point-of-use or [ HYPERLINK
"https://www.law.cornell. edu/deflnltions/mdex php?width=840&height=8008&iframe=true&def_id=e
10007e8eff98313f180678be60e17a9&term_occur=1&term_src=Title:40:Chapter:l:Subchapter:D:Part:
141:Subpart:1:141.86" \o "point-of-entry treatment devices" | designed to remove inorganic
contaminants.

{2} A water system shali use the information on lead, copper, and galvanized steel that it is required
o collect under [ HYPERLINK "https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/40/141.42" \| "d" \o "§
141.42(d)" ] of this part [special monitoring for corrosivity characteristics] when conducting a
materials inventorvesaluation, When an evaluation of the information coliected pursuantto §
141.42{d} is insufficient to locate the requisite number of lead and copper sampling sites that mest
the targeting criteria in paragraph {a} of this section, the water system shall review the sources of
information listed below in order to identify a sufficient number of sampling sites. In addition, the

\\\
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system shall seek to collect such information where possible in the course of its normal operations
{e.g., checking service line materials when reading water meters or performing maintenance
activities):

{1} All plumbing codes, permits, and records in the files of the building department{s} which
indicate the plumbing materials that are installed within publicly and privately owned structures
connected io the distribution system;

{1} All inspections and records of the distribution system that indicate the material composition of
the[ HYPERLINK
"https://www.law.cornell.edu/definitions/index.php?width=8408&height=800&iframe=true&def_id
=874aa54d14aa17b965c7d71035ced66b&term_occur=18&term_src=Title:40:Chapter:l:Subchapter:
D:Part:141:Subpart:1:141.86" \o "service connections” | that connect a structure to the distribution
systern; and

{iit} All existing water quality information, which includeas the results of all prior analyses of the
system or individual structures connectad to the system, indicating locations that may be
particuiarly susceptible to high lead or copper concentrations,

Distribution svstem materials inventories to be updated every three {3} vears if revisions/changes are
muarde to the inventory, Otherwise, systems can certify that no new information affecting the inventory
has become available in the previous three years.

Balance of 141,86 remuains the same — skip to 141,90 reporting requirements *></{ Formatted: Font: Italic

\’{ Formatted: Indent: Left: 0"

§ 141.90 Reporting requirements.

All water systems shail report ail of the following information to the | HYPERLINK
"https://www.law.comell.edu/definitions/index. php?width=840&height=800&iframe=true&def
1d=t6eacd9e7984ddact706213108506¢27&term_occur=1&term_src=Title:40:Chapter:I:Subchap
ter:D:Part:141:Subpart:1:141.90" ‘o "State" | in accordance with this saction.

{a\Reporting requirementis for distribution system materigls inventory

{114 water systems shail submit the distribution systems materiais inventory that it is reguired to 4\/%:,/[ Formatted: Font: +Body (Calibri), 11 pt

collect under | HYPERLINE "hitos:/fwww . law.cornelledufefr/text /40/141.427 W "d" Yo "§ 141.42{dY" \‘fFormatted: Indent: Left: 0.19"
1 of this gart {special monitoring for corrosivity characteristics). i /[Formatted: Font: +Body (Calibri), 11 pt
{balReporting reguirements for tap water monitoring for lead and copper and for water quality | Formatted: Font: Not Bold

A A

parameter monitoring,

{1} Except as provided in | HYPERLINK "https://www law.comell.edu/ctr/text/40/141.90" \l

"a 1 viii" ‘o "paragraph (a)(1)(viil)" | of this section, a water systern shall report the information
specified below for all tap water samples specified in § 141.86 and for all water quality parameter
samples specified in § 141.87 within the first 10 days following the end of each applicable monitoring
period specified in § 141.86 and § 141.87 {i.e, every six months, annually, every 3 years, or every 2
vears}. For monitering periods with a duration less than six months, the end of the monitoring period
is the last date samples can be collected during that period as specified in [ HYPERLINK
"https://www law.comell.edw/cfr/text/40/141.86" \o "§§ 141.86" | and 141.87.
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{1} The resuits of all tap samples for lead and copper including the location of each site and the
criteria under | HYPERLINK "https://www.law.cornell.edu/ctr/text/40/141.86" \l "a" \o "§
141.86(a)" ] {3}, {4} {5}, {6}, and/or {7} under which the site was selected for the system’s
samling pooi;

{ii} Documentation for each tap water lead or copper sample for which the water system requests
invalidation pursuant to [ HYPERLINK "https://www law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/40/141.86" \1
"f 2"\o "§ 141.86(H(2)" |;

{iif} [Reserved]

{iv} The 90th percentile lead and copper concentrations measured from among ali lead and copper
tap water samples coilected during each monitering period {calculated in accordance with |
HYPERLINK "https://www law.cornell. edu/cfr/text/40/141.80" \l "c¢_3" ‘o "§ 141.80(c)(3)"
11, uniess the | HYPERLINK
"htips://www.law.comell. edw/definitions/index. php?width=840&height=800&iframe=true&
def id=f6eacd9e7984ddact706213108506e27&term_occur=2&term_src=Title:40:Chapter:]
:Subchapter:D:Part:141:Subpart:1:141.90" ‘o "State" | calcuiates the system's 90th percentile
lead and copper levels under [ HYPERLINK

"https://www law.comell.edu/cfr/text/40/141.90" \l "h" ‘o "paragraph (h)" ] of this section;

{v} With the exception of initial tap sampling conducted pursuant to | HYPERLINK
"https://www.law.comell. edw/cfr/text/40/141.86" \1 "d_1" Vo "§ 141.86(d)(1)" ], the system
shall designate any site which was not sampied during previous monitoring periods, and include an
explanation of why sampling sites have changed;

fui} The results of all tap samples for pH, and where applicable, alkalinity, calcium, conductivity,
temperature, and orthophosphate or silica collected under | HYPERLINK
"https://www.law.comell. edu/cfr/text/40/141.87" ‘o "§ 141.87" | {b}-{e);

fwit} The results of all samples collected at the entry point{s} to the distribution system for
applicable water quality parameters under [ HYPERLINK
"https://www.law.comell.edu/cfr/text/40/141.87" ‘o "§ 141.87" Jib}-{e};

{vill} A water systam shail report the results of all water quality paramater sampies coliectad

under [ HYPERLINK "https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/40/141.87" \1 "¢" \o "§
141.87(c)" | through ¢} during each six-month monitering period specified in [ HYPERLINK
"https://www.law.comell. edw/cfr/text/40/141.87" \1 "d" \o "§ 141.87(d)" | within the first 10
days foliowing the end of the monitoring period uniess the [ HYPERLINK

"https://www law.corell. edu/definitions/index. php? width=840&height=800&iframe=true&
def id=f6eacd9e7984ddact706213108506e27&term_occur=3&term_src=Title:40:Chapter:]
:Subchapter:D:Part:141:Subpart:1:141.90" \o "State" | has specified a more frequent reporting
reguirement.
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Message

From: Alan Roberson [aroberson@asdwa.org]

Sent: 3/2/20207:21:23 PM

To: Helm, Erik [Helm.Erik@epa.gov]

CC: Wendi Wilkes [wwilkes@asdwa.org]; Kevin Letterly [kletterly@asdwa.org]; Christ, Lisa [Christ.Lisa@epa.gov];
Burneson, Eric [Burneson.Eric@epa.gov]

Subject: Re: A few additional questions on ASDWA LCR comments

Attachments: Final CoSTS 2-6-20.xlsx

Erik, enclosed is the final CoSTS model for your review. Take a dive into it and compile a list of questions so
that we can try and have answers when we meet later this month.

The seven states that conduct compliance monitoring are:

e Arkansas

e Delaware

e Louisiana

e Mississippi

e Missouri

e North Dakota
e South Carolina

{ am assuming that conduct the monitoring for all systems regardless of size but will check into that as well as
getting some details about whether the states do soup-to-nuts for testing (which | think is the case but don't
know for sure) or just a portion of it. Will pass on the answers once | get them from the above stats.

Alan

J. Alan Roberson, P.E.

Executive Director

Association of State Drinking Water Administrators (ASDWA)
Office (Direct) - (703) 812-9507

Cell - (703) 915-4385

Email: aroberson@asdwa.org

Twitter @AlanTheWaterMan

From: Helm, Erik <Helm.Erik@epa.gov>

Sent: Thursday, February 27, 2020 9:56 AM

To: Alan Roberson <aroberson@asdwa.org>

Subject: A few additional questions on ASDWA LCR comments

Alan,
A few other questions related to your comments on the LCR. Could you provide EPA with the list of states that cover
sampling costs for systems (and for which systems, like systems serving under 3,300 people)? And, if not to much

trouble the list of specific costs covered by the states for example do they cover collection costs, sampling bottles, lab
costs, notification to customers, etc.
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Could you also provide clarification on your estimate that 20% of small systems and NTNCWS would utilize the
“flexibility” option, is this 20% are going to select POU or LSLR instead of CCT? Also, how did you arrive at 20%?

Thanks,
erik

Erik C. Helm, Ph.D.
Senior Economist
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
oW, OGWDW, SRMD,
Targeting and Analysis Branch
Mailing Address:
Mailcode 4607M
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20460
Physical Address (Package Delivery):
Room 2227N
1201 Constitution Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20004
E-mail: Helm.Erik@epa.gov
Ph: 202-566-1049
Fax: 202-564-3760
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Costs of States Transactions Study (CoSTS) for EPA's Proposed LCRR
Association of State Drinking Water Administrators (ASDWA)

2/6/20 Version

The summary below is based on the eight categories taken from EPA's Proposed LCRR

Regulatory Start-Up

Lead Service Line Inventory and Replacment (LSLR)
Tap Sampling

Trigger Level (TL)

Corrosion Control Treatment (CCT)

Sample Site Assessment

Public Notification and Education

Lead Testing in Schools and Child Care Facilities
Totals

Current LCR Hours (2018)

Increased Hours from LCRR

Annual Increased Hours
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The total hours are estimated for the first five years of the LCRR

Five years is assumed to be an appropriate timeframe for the first cycle of states and systems adopting and complying with the LCRR
All totals are being shown as whole numbers

For the number of systems, this model uses data from SDWIS downloaded on 11/8/19

76,166 times 5 Years

(Total from first five years)

(Each year for the first five years)
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Estimated staff hours Estimated staff hours Estimated staff hours

from EPA proposal ASDWA proposal saved with revisions
18130

184,190

245401

500,572
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Regulatory Start-Up
Hours for each activity rounded up from Revised Total Coliform Rule {RCTR)

Adoption of Lead and Copper Rule Revisions (LCRR)
States

Modify State Data Management System

States

System Training and Technical Assistance
States

State Staff Training
Assume three categories for training for state staff to properly trained on all components of LCRR

Not Wyoming or DC

Total Regulatory Start-Up

49

49

49

Hours Ea.

Unclear how the modernized SDWIS might accommodate LCRR and what state changes might be needed

Hours Ea.

Hours Ea.

Lead service line inventories & replacement, corrosion control treatment, public education, sampling & simultaneous compliance

This total for state staff training is in the same range as what was estimated for the Revised Total Coliform Rule (RTCR)

3,200

3,700

4,000

Total Hours
156,800

Total Hours
181300

Total Hours
196,000

Large
Medium
Small
Total

20
20
49

582,100

Hours Ea.
2,000
1,000

500

Total Hours
18,000
20,000
10,000
48000

Model Inputs
Model Outputs
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Lead Service Line (LSL) Inventories and Replacement Plans

Large systems >50,000
Medium 3,301-50,000
Small 25-3,300

Total number of systems

Initial tracking, review and follow-up for LSL inventories - complexity of inventories based on system size and whether system has LSLs or not

Assume 100% of LSL inventories would need to be re-evaluated annually.

Assumes large NTNCWS are not included due to less than 1 being reported for having LSLs based off Exhibit 4-17 in EPA's Economic Analysis
Assumes 30% of all CWSs will have LSLs - 50% of large and medium CWSs and 25% of small CWSs have LSLs

Lead Service Line Inventories-First inventory after first three years plus two annual re-evaluations in years four and five
Large Systems with LSLs

Tracking

# of systems

Review

Follow-up
Reporting
Violations
Return to
Compliance

Annual LSLI
Re-evaluation

Large Systems without LSLs
Tracking

# of systems

Review

Follow-up

Reporting

Violations

Return to
Compliance

15%

2%

200%

10%

2%

503

503

75

503

10

10

1,006

503

503

50

503

10

10

# of systems

1,006
8,349

40,304
49,659

Hours Ea. Total Hours

Total

1,006

4,024

302

252

40

40

8,048
13710

Hours Ea. Total Hours

Total

1,006

1,006

101

252

20

20
2,404

NTNCWS Systems with LSLs

503
4,175
10,076

14,754  Total number of systems with LSLs

Assume all systems have to conduct an inventory to determine if they have LSLs or not
Assume review of systems with LSLs will take more time than systems that don't have LSLs

Medium Sys. with LSLs
Tracking

# of systems

Review

Follow-up
25%
Reporting

Violations
20%
Return to
Compliance
Annual LSLI
Re-evaluation
200%

Medium Sys. without LSLs
Tracking

# of systems

Review

Follow-up
10%
Reporting

Violations

10%
Return to
Compliance

Systems would find more LSLs than in original inventory or find a few LSLs in the system that were unknown initially

4,175

4,175

1,044

4,175

835

835

8,349

Complex LSL Inventories & LSLR Plans

Moderate LSL Inventories & LSLR Plans

Simpler LSL Inventories & LSLR Plans

Hours Ea.

Subtotal

19,411 Total

4,175

4,175

417

4,175

417

417

Hours Ea.

Subtotal

Total
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Total Hours
8,349
33,396
4175

2,087

3,340

3,340
66,792
121478

13,712
135,190

Total Hours
8,349

8,349

835

2,087

835

835

21,290

2,404
23,694

Model Inputs
Model Outputs

Small Sys. with LSLs
Tracking

# of systems
Review

Follow-up
40%
Reporting

Violations
33%
Return to
Compliance
Annual LSLI
Re-evaluation
200%

Small Sys. without LSLs
Tracking

# of systems

Review

Follow-up
20%
Reporting

Violations

20%
Return to
Compliance

Systems without LSLs
503
4,175
30,228
34,906

10,076

10,076

4,030

10,076

3,325

3,325

20,152

30,228

30,228

5,046

30,228

6,046

6,046

Total no. of systems

without LSLs

Hours Ea.

Subtotal

Total

Hours Ea.

Subtotal

Total

Total Hours

2 20,152
4 40,304
4 16,122
0.5 5,038
4 13,300
4 13,300
4 80,608
188,824
121,478
13,712
324014

Total Hours

2 60,456
2 60,456
2 12,091
05 15,114
2 12,091
2 12,091
172,300
21,250

2,404

195,994

For NTNCWS Using Exhibit 4-17 2.5% assumption

NTNCWS with LSLs
Tracking

# of systems
Review

Follow-up
Reporting
Violations
Return to
Compliance

Annual LSLI
Re-evaluation

Small NTNCWS without LSLs
Tracking

# of systems

Review

Follow-up
Reporting
Violations
Return to
Compliance

Periodic LSLI
Plan Re-eval.

434

40%

33%

200%

40%

33%

30%

439

439

175

439

145

145

877

16,918

16,918

5,767

16,918

5,583

5,583

5,075

Hours Ea. Total Hours

2 877

4 1,755
4 702
0.5 219
4 579

4 579

4 3,510
Subtotal 8222
188,824
121,478

13,712

237 236

Hours Ea. Total Hours

2 33,836

2 33,836

2 13,535
0.5 8,459
2 11,166

2 11,166

3 15,226
Subtotal 127,225
207,580

27,969

3,551

366,325

Medium/Large NTNCWS without LSLs

Tracking
# of systems
Review

Follow-up
Reporting
Violations
Return to
Compliance

Periodic LSLR
Plan Re-eval.

40%

33%

30%

Hours Ea.
194 2
194 2
8 2
194 0.5
64 2
64 2
58 3
Subtotal
Total
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Total Hours
388

388

155

97

128

128

175
1,459
196,926
207,580
27,969

3,551
437,485
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Lead Service Line Replacement Plans-First plan after first three years plus two annual re-evaluations in years four and five
Assume LSLR plans would need to be re-evaluated on a periodic basis

Assumes the following are included in the LSLR plan review process:

Large Systems
Tracking

# of systems
Review

Negotiation of goals
Follow-up
Reporting
Violations

Return to
Compliance

Periodic LSLR
Plan Re-eval.

Systems would find more LSLs than in original inventory or find a few LSLs in the system that were unknown initially

Assume 5% of systems initially without LSLs find a few LSLs in the system that were unknown but found via main breaks, etc.

communication plan, procedures for coordinating full LSLR, a funding strategy, a pitcher filter tracking and maintenance plan, and for CWSs that serve >10,000 pe

528

528

528

10% 53

528

2% 11

11

1,056
200%

18

4

Hours Ea. Total Hours

1,056

9,507

4,225

211

264

42

42

4,225

19573

Medium Systems
Tracking

# of systems
Review

Negotiation of goals
Follow-up
Reporting
Violations

Return to
Compliance

Periodic LSLR
Plan Re-eval.

10%

20%

200%

4,383

4,383

4,383

438

4,383

877

877

8,766

Hours Ea.

Subtotal

Total

10

ED_005190_00000697-00008



ople

Total Hours

8,766

43,832

35,066
1,753
2,192
3,507
3,507

26,299

124,922

19,573
144,495

Small Systems

Tracking
# of systems
Review

Negotiation of goals

Follow-up
Reporting
Violations
Return to
Compliance

Periodic LSLR
Plan Re-eval.

25%

33%

200%

11,587

11,587

11,587

2,897

11,587

3,824

3,824

23,175

Additonal LSL systems (5%)

Large

Medium

Small

Hours Ea.
2
6
8
4

0.5

4
4
1

Subtotal

Total

25
209
1,511

Total Hours

23,175

69,524

92,699
11,587
5,794
15,295
15,295
23,175
256,545
124,922

19,573
401,040

Total LSL Replacement and Inventory

Also assume 5% for NTNCWS
22

NTNCWS with LSLs
Tracking

# of systems
Review

Negotiation of goals

Follow-up
40%
Reporting

Violations
33%
Return to
Compliance
Periodic LSLR
Plan Re-eval.
200%

461

461

461

184

461

152

152

921

Hours Ea. Total Hours

2 921

6 2,764

8 3,685

4 737

0.5 230

4 608

4 608

i 921

Subtotal 10,475
256,545

124,922

13,235

Total 405,177
1,174,398
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Tap Sampling

Large systems >50,000
Medium 3,301-50,000
Small 25-3,300

Total number of systems

Assume based on Exhibit 5-28 in EPA's Economic Analysis showing minimum sample number that because more samples are being taken more time spent reviewing

Assume more follow-up will be needed as system size decreases

Assume violations increase as system size decreases

Assume 99% of NTNCWS with LSL will fall under the small system size and 1% of the NTNCWS with LSL will fall under medium system size
Assume NTNCWS without LSL are added to CWS based on size

Assume hours spent on systems without LSL are less in all aspects

Assume that this includes both lead and copper tap sampling

Review of Monitoring Data
Large Systems

Tracking

# of systems

Review

Follow-up

Reporting

Violations

Return to
Compliance

15%

200

Assume review includes ensuring system used accurate sample sites and followed new protocol for providing instructions and making resuits available within 60 days

# of systems
1,008
8,546

57,656
67,210

Hours Ea. Total Hours

1,008 2 2,016
1,008 g 8064
151 4 605
1,008 05 504
20 4 81

20 4 81
Total 11350

Complex Sampling Plans
Moderate Sampling Plans
Simple Sampling Plans

Medium Systems
Tracking

# of systems
Review
Follow-up
Reporting

Violations

Returnto
Compliance

Hours Ea. Total Hours

8,546 2 17,092
8,546 g 68368

5% 2137 4 8,546
8,546 05 4273

20% 1709 4 5,837
1709 4 5,837
Subtotal 111 952

11,350

Total 133 apa

Model inputs
Model Outputs

Small Systems
Tracking

# of systems
Review
Follow-up
Reporting

Violations

Returnto
Compliance

Hours Ez
57,656
57,656
40% 23,062
57,656 0
33% 19,026
19,026
Subtotal
Total
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Review of Compliance Monitoring Plans Based on LSL Inventories
Large Systems with LSL

Tracking

# of systems

Review

Follow-up
Reporting
Violations
Return to
Compliance

Plan
Re-eval.

928

928

15% 79

928

2% 11

11

454
90%

Hours Ea. Total Hours

2 1,056
10 5,782

4 317

05 264

4 )

4 )

8 3879

Total 1063

Medium Systems with LSL
Tracking

# of systems

Review

Follow-up
Reporting
Violations
Return to
Compliance

Plan
Re-eval.

Hours Ea.
4388 2
4388 8
25% 1,097 4
4388 05
20% 878 4
878 4
3,949 &
90% Subtotal
Total

Total Hours
8,76
35,103
4388

2,194

3,510

3,510
23,694
21178

10,632
a1y

Small Systems with LSL
Tracking

# of systems

Review

Follow-up
Reporting
Violations
Return to
Compliance

Plan
Re-eval.

40%

33%

90%

12,043

12,043

4,817

12,043

1974

1974

10,839

Hours Ez

Subtotal

Total
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Review of Compliance Monitoring Plans Based on LSL Inventories
Large Systems without LSL

Tracking

# of systems

Review

Follow-up
Reporting
Violations
Return to
Compliance

Plan
Re-eval.

15%

2%

30%

503

503

78

503

10

10

151

Hours Ea. Total Hours

Total

1 503
3 1,509

2 151
05 252
2 20

2 20

3 453
2807

Medium Systems without LSL

Tracking
# of systems
Review

Follow-up
Reporting
Violations
Return to
Compliance

Plan
Re-eval.

25%

20%

30%

192

192

48

192

38

38

58

Hours Ea.

Subtotal

Total

Total Hours
192

384

98

98

77

77

115

1007

2,907
1944

Small Systems without LSL

Tracking
# of systems
Review

Follow-up
Reporting
Violations
Return to
Compliance

Plan
Re-eval.

40%

33%

30%

47,146

47,146

18,858

47,146

15558

15558

14144

Tap Sampling Total

Hours Ez

Subtotal

Total
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Trigger Level (TL) Model Inputs Trigger Level (TL)

# of systems CWS NTNCWS Model Outputs Action Level (AL)
Large systems >50,000 1,008 1,006 2
Medium 3,301-50,000 8,546 8,349 197
Small 25-3,300 57,656 40,304 17,352
Total number of systems 67,210

Assume states will use the latest two rounds of LCR Compliance Monitoring for trigger level determination, using the
higher 90th percentile
Assume based on Exhibit 4-22 in EPA Economic Analysis that 19% of all systems will be above TL
% of systems that will be above AL and TL will increase once LSL inventories are completed & compliance
monitoring locations are revised
The 19% includes the AL and TL percentages and these can be combined because workload is similar
Assume this is a one time process to help prepare individual systems for their status under the new rule - in
Reaction to TLE and ALE under routine monitoring is covered by actions under many other tabs
Some of the systems will need additional follow up due to issues with historical data and other probiems

All systems Hours Ea. Total Hours
Tracking
# of systems 67,210 1 67,210
Review

67,210 1 67,210
Reporting

12,770 0.5 6,385
Periodic
Follow-up 6,721 1 6,721

10% Total 147,526
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Corrosion Control Treatment

Large systems >50,000
Medium 3,301-50,000

Small 25-3,300

Total number of systems

Assumes systems with CCT that exceed TL and Al have the same workload.
Assume there will be no large systems without CCT that must conduct CCT study or complete CCT installation

Option 1
Option 2
Option 3
Option 4
Option 5
Option 6

Option 1
Tracking

# of systems
Review

Follow-up
Reporting
Violations
Return to
Compliance

Periodic CCT
Re-eval.

Option 5
Tracking

# of systems
Review

Follow-up
Reporting
Violations
Return to
Compliance

Periodic CCT
Re-eval.

25%

2%

10%

25%

2%

10%

Assume percentages based off exhibit 4-22 in EPA's Economic Analysis

Large No CCTTL
Medium No CCTTL
Large with CCT
Medium with CCT
Large No CCT AL
Medium No CCT AL

Assume 33% of medium systems {2820 systems) will have TLE or ALE

Hours Ea.

Subtotal

Hours Ea.

Subtotal

40

10

32

# of systems
1,008
8,546

CWS

1,006
8,349

57,656 40,304

67,210

0
65%
50%
88%

0
35%

Total Hours

Total Hours
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NTNCWS

Must conduct study
Must conduct study

reoptimize
reoptimize

197
17,352

complete cct installation
complete cct installation

Option 2
Tracking

# of systems
Review

Follow-up
Reporting
Violations
Return to
Compliance

Periodic CCT
Re-eval.

Option 6
Tracking

# of systems
Review

Follow-up
Reporting
Violations
Return to
Compliance

Periodic CCT
Re-eval.

25%

20%

10%

25%

20%

10%

1,833

1,833

458

1,833

367

367

183

987

987

247

8987

197

197

99

Model inputs
Model Outputs

Hours Ea.

20

10

20
Subtotal

Hours Ea.

20

10

Subtotal

Total Hours

3,666

36,660

4,583

1,833

2,200

1,466

3,666
54074

Total Hours

1,974

19,740

2,468

987

1,184

790

1,974

Option 3
Tracking
# of systems
Review

Follow-up
25%
Reporting

Violations
2%
Return to
Compliance
Periodic CCT
Re-eval.
10%

504

504

126

504

10

10

50

CCT Option Total

Hours Ea.

40

10

40
Subtotal

Total Hours

1,008

20,160

1,260

504

60

40

2,016

Option 4
Tracking
# of systems
Review

Follow-up
25%
Reporting

Violations
20%
Return to
Compliance
Periodic CCT
Re-eval.
10%

2,482

2,482

620

2,482

496

496

243

Hours Ea.

20

10

20
Subtotal

Total Hours

4,963

49,632

6,204

2,482

2,978

1,985

4,963
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Small System Flexibility
Assumes percentages above for CCT based on EPA Economic Analysis
Assumes 20% small systems and NTNCWS do Small System Flexibility

Assumes majority (80%) NTNCWS will do Lead Bearing Option with remaing 20% distributed evenly in other 4 categories

LSL

Small Sys. with LSLs
Tracking

# of systems
Review

Follow-up
Reporting
Violations
Return to
Compliance

Periodic LSLR
Plan Re-eval.

40%

33%

30%

5% of NTNCWS added to total NTNCWS in small size category

3%

2,077

2,077

831

2,077

685

685

623

8% reoptimizing CCT
2% installing CCT

Hours Ea.

Subtotal

Total Hours

2 4,153

4 8,307

4 3,323
0.5 1,038
4 2,741

4 2,741

3 1,869
24,173
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Reoptimizing CCT

Tracking
# of systems
Review

Follow-up
Reporting
Violations
Return to
Compliance

Periodic CCT
Re-eval.

50%

33%

10%

4,092

4,092

2,046

4,092

1,350

1,350

409

Hours Ea.

Subtotal

8%

Total Hours

2 8,184

4 16,368

4 8,184
0.5 2,046
4 5,401

4 5,401

4 1,637
47,221

Installing CCT

Tracking
# of systems
Review

Follow-up
50%
Reporting

Violations

33%
Return to
Compliance
Periodic CCT
Re-eval.

10%

1,674

1,674

837

1,674

552

552

167

2%
Hours Ea.

2

Subtotal

Total Hours

3,347

13,389

3,347

837

2,209

2,209

669
26,009

POU

Tracking
# of systems
Review

Follow-up
50%
Reporting

Violations
33%
Return to
Compliance
Periodic CCT
Re-eval.
10%

6%

3,286

3,286

1,643

3,286

1,084

1,084

329

Hours Ea.

Subtotal

Total Hours

6,572

13,143

6,572

1,643

4,337

4,337

1,314
37,919

CCT and Small System Flexibility Total

NTNCWS Lead Bearing

Tracking
# of systems
Review

Follow-up
50%
Reporting

Violations
33%
Return to
Compliance
Periodic CCT
Re-eval.
10%

Small System Flexibility Total

80% NTNCWS
Hours Ea. Total Hours

13,882 2 27,763
13,882 4 55,526
6,941 4 27,763
13,882 0.5 6,941
4,581 4 18,324
4,581 4 18,324
1,388 4 5,553
Subtotal 160,194
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Sample Site Assessment

All systems

Tracking
# of systems
Review

Follow-up
25%
Reporting

Violations

2%
Return to
Compliance

20,163

20,163

5,041

20,163

403

403

# of systems

67,210

Hours Ea.

Total

% to fix # of systems required for find and fix

30%

Total Hours

40,326

80,652

20,163

10,082

1,613

1,613
154,449

20,163
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Model Inputs
Model Cutputs
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Public Notification and Education Model Inputs
Model Outputs

total # of # systems # systems with
systems with ALE  LSL/sites >AL
Large systems >50,000 1,008 175 723
Medium 3,301-50,000 3,546 855 3,991
Small 25-3,300 57,656 5,016 6,746
Total number of systems 67,210 6,046 11,459

All systems will need review/assistance for general outreach materials and states will track certifications for delivery of lead results and annual outreach to local health agencies

Initial tracking, review and follow-up on water systems' public education plans for systems with ALE, including Tier 1 PN

Initial tracking, review and follow-up on water systems' transparency plans and actions for systems with LSLs and individual homes >AL
EPA's Economic Analysis used for the percentages for systems with ALEs

Assume CCR changes will be handled within normal CCR activities with no significant additional burden

Assistance and review for all systems

Large Systems Hours Ea. Total Hours Medium Systems Hours Ea. Total Hours Small Systems Hours Ea. Total Hours
Tracking Tracking Tracking
# of systems 1,008 0.5 504 # of systems 8,546 0.5 4,273 # of systems 57,656 0.5 28,828
Review/assistance Review/assistance Review/assistance
1,008 4 4,032 8,546 3 25,638 57,656 2 115,312
Follow-up Follow-up Follow-up
10% 101 4 103 10% 855 2 1,709 10% 5,766 2 11,531
Reporting Reporting Reporting
1,008 0.5 504 8,546 0.5 4,273 57,656 0.5 28,828
Violations Violations Violations
2% 20 1 20 5% 427 1 427 10% 5,766 1 5,766
Return to Return to Return to
Compliance 20 2 40 Compliance 427 2 855 Compliance 5,766 2 11,531
Periodic Plan Periodic Plan Periodic Plan
Re-eval. 101 2 202 Re-eval. 855 15 1,282 Re-eval. 5,766 1 5,766
10% Total 5,705 10% Subtotal 38457 10% Subtotal 207,562
5,705 38,457
2,258 19,082 Total 44 167 169,578 5,705
Total 251,724
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Transparency for systems with LSLs or sites >AL

Large Systems
Tracking

# of systems
Review

Follow-up
10%
Reporting

Violations
2%
Return to
Compliance
Periodic Plan
Re-eval.
10%

Hours Ea.
175 2
175 4
18 4
175 0.5
4 4
4 4
18 2
Total
393

Total Hours

351

702

70

88

14

14

35
1273

Medium Systems

Tracking
# of systems
Review

Follow-up
Reporting
Violations
Return to
Compliance

Periodic Plan
Re-eval.

855

855

10% 85

855

5% 43

43

85
10%

19,082

Hours Ea.

15
Subtotal

Total

Total Hours

1,709
2,564
171
427
171
171
128
5,341

1,273
6,615

Small Systems
Tracking

# of systems
Review

Follow-up
Reporting
Violations
Return to
Compliance

Periodic Plan
Re-eval.

5,016

5,016

10% 502

5,016

10% 502

502

502
10%

169,578

ED_005190_00000697-00022

Hours Ea.

Subtotal

Total

Total Hours
10,032
10,032

1,003
2,508
2,006
2,006
502
28,090
5,341

1,273
34,705



Full PE/PN for ALE

Large Systems Hours Ea. Total Hours Medium Systems Hours Ea. Total Hours Small Systems Hours Ea. Total Hours

Tracking Tracking Tracking
# of systems 723 2 1,445 # of systems 3,991 2 7,982 # of systems 6,746 2 13,492
Review Review Review
723 4 2,891 3,991 3 11,973 6,746 2 13,492
Follow-up Follow-up Follow-up
10% 72 4 289 10% 399 2 798 10% 675 2 1,349
Reporting Reporting Reporting
723 0.5 361 3,991 0.5 1,995 6,746 0.5 3,373
Violations Violations Violations
2% 14 4 58 5% 200 4 798 10% 675 4 2,698
Return to Return to Return to
Compliance 14 4 58 Compliance 200 4 798 Compliance 675 4 2,698
Periodic Plan Periodic Plan Periodic Plan
Re-eval. 72 2 145 Re-eval. 399 1.5 599 Re-eval. 675 1 675
10% Total 5,247 10% Subtotal 24,944 10% Subtotal 37,776
5,247 24,944
1,619 19,082 Total 30,191 169,578 5,247
Total 67,967

Total for Public Eduction & Transparency
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Lead Testing in Schools and Child Care Facilities

Assume the number of hours per state includes the following:

States

Total number of systems
Initial tech.

assistance

Tracking

# of systems

Review

Follow-up
Reporting
Violations
Return to

Compliance

Lead Testing in Schools Total

49

15%

10%

Hours Ea.

1,000

67,210

67,210

67,210

10,082

67,210

6,721

6,721

Total

Total

Ongoing conversations with systems on number of licensed schools and child care
(Dept. of Ed., Dept of Social Services, etc.), providing updated guidance

Hours
49,000
67210

3 201,630

0.5 33,605

1 67,210

1 10,082

1 67,210

0.5 3,361

0.5 3,361

386,458
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Model Inputs
Model Outputs

: facilities in their area, coordinating with other entities
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Regulatory Start-Up
Hours for each activity rounded up from Revised Total Coliform Rule {RCTR)

Adoption of Lead and Copper Rule Revisions (LCRR)
States

Modify State Data Management System

States

System Training and Technical Assistance
States

State Staff Training
Assume three categories for training for state staff to properly trained on all components of LCRR

Not Wyoming or DC

Total Regulatory Start-Up

49

49

49

Hours Ea.

Assumes that accepting ASDWA recommendations for SDWIS State will reduce staff hours by 10% from proposal

Hours Ea.

Hours Ea.

Lead service line inventories & replacement, corrosion control treatment, public education, sampling & simultaneous compliance

This total for state staff training is in the same range as what was estimated for the Revised Total Coliform Rule (RTCR)

3,200

3,330

4,000

Total Hours
156,800

Total Hours
163170

Total Hours
196,000

Large
Medium
Small
Total

20
20
49

563 970

Hours Ea.
2,000
1,000

500

Total Hours
18,000
20,000
10,000
48000

Model Inputs
Model Outputs
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Lead Service Line (LSL) Inventories and Replacement Plans

Large systems >50,000
Medium 3,301-50,000
Small 25-3,300

Total number of systems
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